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ἜΡΩΤΕΣ COL 


Sor 


Ἐρευνᾶτε τὰς Τραφάς, ὅτι ὑμεῖς δοκεῖτε ἐν αὐταῖς ζωὴν αἰώνιον ἔχειν, 


καὶ ἐκεῖναΐ εἶσιν αἱ μαρτυροῦσαι περὶ ἐμοῦ. John v, 89. 


‘Make your thirty thousand (various readings) as many more, if numbers of copies 
can ever reach that sum; all the better to a knowing and serious reader, who is 
thereby more richly furnished, to select what he sees genuine. But even put them 
into the hands of a knave or a fool, and yet with the most sinistrous and absurd choice 
he shall not extinguish the light of any one chapter, nor so disguise Ctristianity but 
that every feature of it will still be the same.”—BENTLEY. 


PREFACE. 





Ἵ little work on the Epistle to the Romans is in- 

tended as the beginning of an edition of the entire 
Greek Testament with textual and grammatical refer- 
ences, on a similar plan, for which I have already made 
considerable preparation. This purpose will, I hope, jus- 
tify the length of the explanatory part, as compared with 
the small part of the Testament here given. It is the re- 
sult of my own needs as an instructor, and is offered to 
those interested in the critical study of the New Testa- 
ment with a threefold object :— 

1. It is hoped that it may serve as an introduction to 
the study of the textual and grammatical criticism of the 
New Testament in the original Greek. The materials 
which are here placed in a condensed form before the 
student may help to foster a love for this very interesting 
and important department of study, and lead him to seek 
for those more voluminous and exhaustive works which 
are now placed within his reach. 

2. It will enable the pastor who has not the time nor 
the materials for extensive research, to see at a glance the 
present state of the text on any passage in this book on 
which he is about to speak, both as regards the views of 
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the great critics, and the readings of the chief wcza/ and 
cursive manuscripts. 

3. It will make accessible to all who may choose to 
employ them those great repositories of grammatical and 
philological knowledge, the grammars of Winer and Butt- 
mann. Although both of these grammars have excellent 
indexes, they are comparatively little used by the major- 
ity of even the more studious class of ministers and theo- 
logical students, on account of the time required in search- 
ing out the precise point of the references. By looking 
at the figures in the text of this manual, one may readily 
see the word on which the grammars have made an exe- 
getical or grammatical comment, and the page in the 
grammar where it may be found. It is a little remark- 
able that while this has been done for the classics, it has 
never before, so far as 1 am aware, been attempted for the 
New Testament. 

With regard to the text criticism in the notes, a few 
words of explanation are necessary. The text adopted 
as the basis is that of Stephens, third edition, A. D. 1550, 
and is printed from the excellent little work of F. H. 
Scrivener, LL.D. The texts of Alford and of Westcott 
I have collated, and I believe the text of the latter is 
here for the first time made accessible, in the form of 
comparison, to American scholars. The collation is 
made from Westcott’s text as it is found in Dr. C. J. 
Vaughan’s Commentary on the Romans, 

In making the collation I have been guided chiefly 
by Dr. Scrivener’s admirable work, and have employed 
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his references to Lachmann, Tischendorf, and Tregelles, as 
guides for myself. I have, however, personally inspected 
and verified every reference which I have made. 

In the matter of the manuscripts, the most important 
uncials and cursives have been employed for comparison. 
I would, however, warn the student against regarding 
those here mentioned as a sufficient basis for an inde- 
pendent criticism of the text. They have not been cited 
as proofs of what the text ought to be, but rather as a 
gratification to those who want to know what the oldest 
manuscripts say on the text. In many cases, as will be 
seen, I have omitted them altogether. These manuscripts 
I have quoted on the authority of Dr. Tregelles, whose 
great work I have constantly had before me. His method 
of distinguishing the variations in the text has been 
employed in this work, and I desire to render the fullest 
acknowledgments both to him and to Dr. Scrivener. 

What Dr. Tregelles says in the Introduction to his 
own well-nigh complete treatise on the text variations of 
the manuscripts may be applied much more justly by the 
reader of so unpretentious a compilation as this :— 

“T only add that the knowledge of the xames, etc., of 
manuscripts will do as little toward making a critic, as an 
acquaintance with the names of colors will do in consti- 
tuting an artist, or an inventory of tools will do in causing 
the possessor to be a skilled artisan. Information for wse 
is furnished and nothing more; if rightly applied, it will 
cause the facts and principles of criticism to take hold on 
the mind. I cannot, however, cease to state that it is only 
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a Christian scholar who can use these things rightly in 
the fullest sense; for he alone knows the full value of 
Holy Scripture as the record of the Holy Ghost, given to 
make wise unto salvation through faith which is in Christ 
Jesus; and he only can rightly apprehend what that spirit 
of prayer is in which all biblical studies should be car- 
ried on.” 

I dare not hope that in so many details I have secured 
absolute accuracy, and I shall be greatly obliged to those 
who will kindly point out and forward to me any errors 
they may detect. My best thanks are due to those 
friends who have aided me by advice, encouragement, or 
help in the work. 

If the plan here adopted shall render even a little 
service in the critical study of the New Testament in 
the original Greek, I shall be abundantly repaid for my 


labor. 
Mapison, N, J., September 18, 1876. 


> 


PREFATORY NOTE TO THE THIRD EDITION. 








IN sending forth a new edition of this little Manual, it is 
hoped that the Appendix, containing contributions which have 
already appeared in the Methodist Review, will be found of serv- 
ice to the student of this epistle. In the preparation of these 
papers the Epistle to the Romans was largely employed for illus- 
tration, and hence their appearance in this connection is not out 


of harmony with the purpose of the book. 


HENRY A. BUuTTz. 
Drew THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY, 


Maopison, N. J., September g, 1895, 


EXPLANATION OF ABBREVIATIONS. 


—_+e____——. 


EDITORS OF THE GREEK TEXT. 


Ε. Elzevirs ; ‘ ἢ ᾿ A.D. 1624. 

L. Lachmann : ‘ : . © 1842-1850. 

A. Alford ‘ : Ἔ ‘ ‘ - “© 1871. 

Tr. Tregelles : : ὃ : ᾿ “1857-1872. 

T.  Tischendorf j ᾿ ‘i 3 - © 1865-1872. 

W. Westcott F ᾿ ᾿ ‘ Σ “1875. 
MANUSCRIPTS. 


x, CODEX SINAITICUS. It belongs to the fourth century, and: 
is now in the imperial library at St. Petersburgh. A part of this. 
manuscript, containing portions of the Septuagint, was discovered. 
by Tischendorf, at the monastery of St. Catherine, Mount Sinai, 
in 1844, and was published by him in 1846 under the title Codex 
Friderico-Augustanus, in honor of his patron, Frederick Augus-- 
tus, king of Saxony. It is in the library of the University of 
Leipzig. In 1859 Tischendorf found the remainder of this ancient 
manuscript in the same monastery, and secured it as a present for 
the emperor of Russia, the patron of the Greek Church. It was. 
published at St. Petersburg in 1862, under the title Bid/iorum Co- 
dex Sinaiticus Petropolitanus. In the nomenclature of Greek manu- 
scripts the latter is known as x, and is called the Codex Sinaiticus.. 
Tregelles says of it: “In one respect this manuscript stands alone : 
it is the only Greek document of the highest antiquity that con-. 
tains the New Testament entire; its importance, therefore, in the 
Pastoral Epistles, the latter part of the Epistle to the Hebrews,. 
and the book of Revelation, (portions in which the Codex Vati-. 
canus is now defective,) is peculiarly great, and thus full attention 
ought to be given to its testimony in any critical estimate of what. 
were the actual words and sentences written by the inspired au- 
thors of the New Testament.” It contains also a part of the Old. 
Testament, the so-called Epistle of Barnabas, and a large portion. 
of the Shepherd of Hermas in Greek. 
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A, CoDEX ALEXANDRINUS. It belongs to the early part of 
the fifth century, and is now in the library of the British Museum, 
in London. This manuscript was sent as a present to Charles I 
of England, in 1628, by Cyrillus Lucaris, Patriarch of Constanti- 
nople. Little is known of its early history. Its name, Alexan- 
drinus, was given to it because it had been brought to Constan- 
tinople from Alexandria by Cyrillus. It contains nearly all the 
Septuagint version of the Old Testament, and the New Testa- 
ment, except Matthew’s Gospel as far as to chapter xxv, 6; John 
vi, 50 to viii,52; 2 Cor. iv, 18 to xii, 6. It contains the only copy 
extant until recently of the First Epistle of Clement of Rome to 
the Corinthians, and a fragment of his so-called Second Epistle. 
“‘ This was the first manuscript of great importance and antiquity of 
which any extensive use was made by textual critics.” —TJregelles. 

B, CoDEX VATICANUS. This great manuscript is in the Vati- 
can Library at Rome, where it has remained, except for a brief 
period, since the first establishment of the library by Pope Nich- 
olas V., who died in 1455. The best critics regard it as belonging 
to the former part of the fourth century. The collations of it by 
Bartolocci, Bently, Birch, and the examination of many of its read- 
ings by Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford, and others, have been of 
‘great value, and have enabled them to render invaluable service 
in the settling of the New Testament text, as affected by this 
manuscript. This manuscript has until recently been almost in- 
accessible to scholars; but it has now been published in six vol- 
umes, after the style of the St. Petersburg edition of Codex Si- 
naiticus. Inthe Old Testament the greater part of Genesis and 
some of the Psalms are wanting; and in the New Testament, He- 
brews from chap. ix, 15 to the close of the book, the Pastoral Epis- 
tles, Philemon, and the Revelation, have also been lost. Tre- 
‘gelles says: “1 many respects there is no manuscript of equal 
value in criticism, so that even though we are at times in doubt as 
to its readings, we are bound to prize highly what we do know.” 

C, CopDEX EPHRAEMI. This manuscript is a Palimpsest, (Co- 
dex Rescriptus,) and is now in the Imperial Library of Paris. It 
is regarded by the most competent authorities as belonging to the 
fifth century. The upper writing of this manuscript was a por- 
tion of the Greek works of Ephraem Syrus, hence its name. It 
‘contains parts of the Septuagint, and all the New Testament 
books except Second Thessalonians and Second John. This 
manuscript is very highly esteemed by critics. 


EXPLANATION OF ABBREVIATIONS. II 


D, (in St. Paul’s Epistles.) CODEX CLAROMONTANUS. It is in 
the Imperial Library of Paris. It is a Graeco-Latin manuscript, 
and contains the fourteen Epistles of St. Paul, except Rom. i, 1-7. 
It belongs to the sixth century. Theodore Beza says that he 
procured it from Clermont, in the diocese of Beauvais, and hence 
it received the name which he gave it, Claromontanus. The 
Latin version represents the vetus Latina. It is, in Tregelles’s 
opinion, “one of the most valuable manuscripts extant.” 

17, CODEX COLBERTINUS, (33 in the Gospels, 17 in St. Paul’s 
Epistles, 13 in the Acts and Catholic Epistles.) It is in the Im- 
perial Library of Paris, and belongs to the eleventh century. It 
is ‘the most important cursive” manuscript now known. It con- 
tains part of the prophets, and all the New Testament except 
the Apocalypse. 

37, CODEX LEICESTRENSIS, (69 in the Gospels, 31 in the Acts 
and Catholic Epistles, 87 in St. Paul’s Epistles, 14 in Rev.) This 
is also a cursive manuscript, and is the property of the town coun- 
cil of Leicester. Its date is assigned to the fourteenth century. 
It is defective to the eighteenth chapter of Matthew, and at the 
present time all is lost after Rev. xix, 10. “It is of far higher 
value than not only the mass of the recent cursive copies, but 
also than the greater part of the later uncials.”— T7regelles. 


GRAMMARS. 


W, Dr. George Benedict Winer’s GRAMMAR OF THE IDIOM OF 
THE NEW TESTAMENT, prepared as a Solid Basis for the Interpre- 
tation of the New Testament. Seventh Edition, Enlarged and 
Improved. By Dr. Gottlieb Liinemann. The references are to 
the excellent translation of this work by Rev. J. H. Thayer, D.D., 
Professor in Andover Theological Seminary. It is published by 
Warren F. Draper, Andover, 1869. 

B, Alexander Buttmann’s GRAMMAR OF THE NEW TESTA- 
MENT GREEK. The references are also to Professor Thayer’s 
translation. Warren F. Draper, Andover, 1878. 


MARKS IN THE TEXT AND IN THE NOTES. 


* denotes the addition of something to the text. 

+ denotes the omission of the reading in the text. 

1 denotes a reference in the notes to a reading different from 
that in the text. 

” indicate the close of a reading begun by 5 or 7. 
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(), inclosing a reference, show that they are not quoted on 
either side. Ὁ 

[ ] indicate a doubtful reading, and also inclose a variation in 
punctuation mark. 

s after the notation of a manuscript indicates that the reading 
is gathered from the silence of collators. 

A quotation from the Old Testament is indicated by noting 
the place whence it is probably taken in the body of the text and 
immediately after the citation. 

Marg. indicates an alternative reading to the one contained 
in the body of the text. 

The editors not quoted in favor of the changed readings are 
to be understood as favoring the text of Stephens. 

“ After the notation of a manuscript a* denotes ἃ primd manu, 
(thus B*,) and then a numeral shows what the reading is of the 
same manuscript when corrected; thus B' would imply that the 
correction was made by the orzgzzal writer; B* by a corrector; 
ΒΡ by a third hand, or second corrector.” 

As an example of the textual criticism take chap. 1, vs. 1. 
We notice that the editors, Tregelles, Tischendorf, and West- 
cott read Χριστοῦ Ἰησοῦ, and also the Codex Vaticdnus; where- 
as the reading in the text is supported by Tregelles in the mar- 
gin, Westcott margin, and also by the two editors not mentioned 
on the other side, namely, Alford and Lachmann. In this read- 
ing they follow Codices Sinaiticus, Alexandrinus, Claromontanus 
tn the Latin, (this passage is not in the Greek of D,) Colbertinus 
and Leicestrensis. 

The figures in the text refer to the grammatical references, 
which show the page in Winer’s or Buttmann’s New Testament 
grammars where the passage containing the word is quoted. 


ΠΑΥΛΟΥ TOY ΑΠΟΣΤΟΛΟΥ͂ 


H ΠΡΟΣ 


ΡΩΜΑΙΟΥ͂Σ ἘΠΙΣΤΟΔΗ. 





ΠΑΥ͂ΛΟΣ: δοῦλος ἰ Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ," κλητὸς ἀπόστολος, ἀφωρισμένος 1 
εἰς ebayyédtov? Θεοῦβϑ, ' ὃ προεπηγγείλατο διὰ τῶν προφητῶν αὐτοῦ 2 
ἐν γραφαῖς ἁγίαις, [ περὶ τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ, τοῦ γενομένου ἐκ σπέρμα- 8 
τος 1 AaBid” κατὰ σάρκα, ' τοῦ ὁρισθέντος υἱοῦ Θεοῦ ἐν δυνάμει, κατὰ 4 
Πνεῦμα ἁγιωσύνης, ἐξ' ἀναστάσεως vexpdv®, Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ τοῦ Κυρίου 
ἡμῶν͵ ' dv® οὗ ἐλάβομενϊ χάριν καὶ ἀποστολὴν εἰς ὑπακοὴν πίστεως ev? 5 
{πᾶσι τοῖς ἔθνεσιν, ὑπὲρ'9 τοῦ ὀνόματος αὐτοῦ, ! ἐν" οἷς ἐστε καὶ 
ὑμεῖς, κλητοὶ Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ: πᾶσι τοῖς οὖσιν ἐν 'Ῥώμῃ ἀγαπητοῖς 7 
Θεοῦ, κλητοῖς ἁγίοις" ydpic® ὑμῖν καὶ εἰρήνη ἀπὸ Θεοῦ πατρὸς ἡμῶν 
καὶ Kupiov'® ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ. 

Πρῶτον μὲν" εὐχαριστῶ τῷ Θεῷ pov'® dia Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ 1 ὑπὲρ" 8 
πάντων ὑμῶν, ὅτι ἡ πίστις ὑμῶν καταγγέλλεται ἐν ὅλῳ τῷ κόσμῳ 
μάρτυς γάρ μον ἐστὶν ὁ Θεός, ᾧ λατρεύω ev τῷ πνεύματί μου ἐν" 9 


τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ, ὡς ἀδιαλείπτως μνείαν ὑμῶν ποιοῦμαι 


9. 





ΤΈΧΤΟΑΙ,: Title. A.,T.,W., ΠΡῸΣ ΡΩΜΑΊΟΥΣ. Codd. κα, A, 8, 6. 
1, EMIZTOAAI ΠΑΥΛΟΥΎ. 
ΠΡΟΣ ΡΩΜΑΊΟΥΣ. 


Tr ENISTOAAI ITAYAOY, 
, oe PQMAIOYS. 


Chap. I, vs. 1: Tr.T.W. Χριστοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ, Cod. B; txt. Tr. marg.W. marg. Codd. 8,A,DLat., 
11,31. V8.3: A.LTr.T.W. Aaveid. Vs. 5: ALT.Tr.W. πᾶσιν. Vs.8: A.LTr.T.W, 
περὶ, Codd. 8,A,B,C,D*¥,17; txt. Codd. De,37. 








GRAMMATIOAL: 1) Vss. 1-7: W. 565. 2) W. 125. 3) W. 186. 4) W. 367* 
5) W.123; W.188*. 6) W.379. 7) W.517; B. 131. 8) W.120; W.186. 9) W. 384. 
10) W. 383. 11) B. 158. 12) W. 195; B.169. 18) W.219. 14) W.234. 15) W. 585. 
16) W. 124. 17) W. 576*; Β, 866... 18) Β, 115. 19) W. 378. 20) W. 410 
21) W. 386... 22) W. 256; Β, 193. 
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10 ' πάντοτε éni® τῶν προσευχῶν μου δεόμενος", εἴπως ἤδη ποτὲ εὐοδωθή- 
11 σομαιϑ ἐν τῷ θελήματι τοῦ Θεοῦ, ἐλθεῖν πρὸς ὑμᾶς" ἐπιποθῶ γὰρ 
ἰδεῖν ὑμᾶς, ἵνα τι μεταδῶ χάρισμα ὑμῖν πνευματικόν, εἰς τὸ στηριχ- 
19 θῆναι ὑμᾶς, ' ἱτοῦτο δέ ἐστι," Ἰσυμπαραικληθῆναι" ἐν ὑμῖν διὰ τῆς év 
18 ἀλλήλοις πίστεως ὑμῶν τε καὶ ἐμοῦϑϑ' οὐ θέλω δὲ ὑμᾶς ἀγνοεῖν, 
ἀδελφοί, ὅτι πολλάκις προεθέμην ἐλθεῖν πρὸς ὑμᾶς, Kai™ ἐκωλύθην ἄχρι 
τοῦ δεῦρο, ἵνα t καρπόν τινα" σχῶ καὶ ἐν ὑμῖν, καθὼς καὶϑ ἐν τοῖς λοι- 
14 ποῖς ἔθνεσιν. “Ἑλλησί τε xai®! βαρβάροις, σοφοῖς τε καὶ ἀνοήτοις 
15 ὀφειλέτης εἰμί' οὕτω τὸ κατ’ ἐμὲ πρόθυμονϑϑ καὶ ὑμῖν τοῖς ἐν Ῥώμῃ 
10 εὐαγγελίσασθαιδδ. Οὐ γὰρ ἐπαισχύνομαι τὸ εὐαγγέλιον: t τοῦ Χριστοῦ" 
δύναμις γὰρ Θεοῦϑδ ἐστιν εἰς σωτηρίαν παντὶ τῷ πιστεύοντι, ᾿Ιουδαίῳ 
11 τε ἵπρῶτον' 8 καὶ “ἔλληνι. δικαιοσύνη γὰρ Θεοῦβ! ἐν αὐτῷ ἀποκα- 
λύπτεται ἐκ πίστεως εἰς 38 πίστιν, καθὼς γέγραπται, ‘'O δὲ δίκαιος éx* 
πίστεως ζήσεται. Mab. 3. 4. 
1. ’AIIOKAAYIITETAI γὰρ ὀργὴ Θεοῦ ἀπ᾽ οὐρανοῦ ἐπὶ πᾶσαν ἀσέ- 
βειαν καὶ ἀδικίαν ἀνθρώπων τῶν τὴν ἀλήθειαν ἐν ἀδικίᾳ κατεχόντων. 
19 διότι τὸ γνωστὸν τοῦ Θεοῦ φανερόν ἐστιν ἐν αὐτοῖς: ὁ 1 γὰρ Θεὸς" 
20 αὐτοῖς ἐφανέρωσε: τὰ γὰρ dépata" αὐτοῦ ἀπὸ κτίσεως κόσμονϑ τοῖς 
ποιήμασιξ νοούμενα καθορᾶται 5, ἥ te ἀΐδιος αὐτοῦ δύναμις καὶ θειό- 
21 τηςῇ, ele’ τὸ εἶναι αὐτοὺς ἀναπολογήτους. διότι γνόντες τὸν Θεόν, 
οὐχ ὡς Θεὸν ἐδόξασαν ἢ 1 εὐχαρίστησαν" 9, 1 ἀλλ᾽" ἐματαιώθησαν ἐν 
τοῖς διαλογισμοῖς αὐτῶν, καὶ ἐσκοτίσθη ἡ ἀσύνετος αὐτῶν καρδία" ' 
a φάσκοντες εἶναι copoi ἐμωράνθησαν, ! καὶ jAAatav™ τὴν δόξαν τοῦ 
ἀφθάρτου Θεοῦ év® ὁμοιώματι εἰκόνος φθαρτοῦϑδ' ἀνθρώπου καὶ πετεινῶν: 
24 καὶ τετραπόδων καὶ ἑρπετῶν. διὸ ἵ καὶ" παρέδωκεν αὐτοὺς ὁ Θεὸς Ev 
ταῖς ἐπιθυμίαις τῶν καρδιῶν αὐτῶν eic® ἀκαθαρσίαν, τοῦ ἀτιμάζεσθαιδτι! 
25 τὰ σώματα αὐτῶν ἐν 1 ἑαντοῖς"" οἵτινες μετήλλαξαν τὴν ἀλήθειαν τοῦ 





TextuaL: Vs. 12: L, marg. τουτέστιν. | A.T.W. συνπαρακληθῆναι. Vs. 18: A.L.Tr. 
ΤΟΥ͂. τινὰ καρπὸν, Codd. §,A,B,0,D,17,37. Vs. 16: A.L.Tr.T.W. om. τοῦ Χριστοῦ, Codd. 
8,4,B,0,D¥,17; txt. Codd. D°,37. | W.marg. om. πρῶτον, Cod. B; [L.Tr.marg. πρῶτον]; 
txt. Codd. §,A,C,D,17,37, Vs.19: A.L.Tr.T.W. ϑεὸς γὰρ, Codd. §,A,B,C,D*,17,37; txt. 
Cod. De. Vs. 21: A.L.Tr.T.W. ηὐχαρίστησαν, Codd. 8,A,C,(D),17,37; txt. Cod. B. | Tr.W. 
ἀλλὰ, Cod. B; txt. Codd. 8,A,C,D. Vs. 24: L.Tr.T.W. om. καὶ, Codd. §,A,B,C,17; 
[A. καὶ]; txt. Codd. D,37. | A.L.Tr.T.W. αὐτοῖς, Codd. §,A,B,C,D*; txt. Codd. De,17,,37. 





GRAMMATICAL: 23) W. 376*; B. 336. 24) B. 256. 25) W. 300. 26) W. 198* 
27) B. 265. 28) W.165; Β. 111. 29) W.662. 30) W.440. 31) W.439. 32) W. 230 
W. 235. 33) W. 223. 34) W. 221. 35) W. 2415, 36) W. 576. 37) W. 1865, 
38) W. 396.0; W.419. 39) W.136*; W.513. 40) W. 235%, 41) W. 235%, 42) W. 195.2% 
43) W.123. 44) W. 2164. 45) W. 638. 46) W.439. 47) W. 128.2; Β. 99. 48) Β. 265%, 
49) W. 71», B. 84. 50) W.624*, 51) W. 321; B. 978. 52) W. 206. 53) W. 388% 
64) W. 524. 55) W.417*; W. 387. 56) W.213; W. 417%. 67) W. 263; W.326; B. 268 


Κεφ. 1, 2. ΠΡῸΣ ΡΩΜΑΙΟΥΣ. 1ξ 


Θεοῦ ἐν τῷ ψεύδει, καὶ ἐσεβάσθησαν καὶ ἐλάτρευσαν τῇ κτίσει παρὰβϑ 
τὸν κτίσαντα, ὅς ἐστινῦϑ εὐλογητὸς εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. ἁμήν. ' διὰ τοῦτο 26 
παρέδωκεν αὐτοὺς ὁ Θεὸς εἰς πάθη ἀτιμίας: ai τε γὰρ θήλειαι αὐτῶν 
μετήλλαξαν τὴν φυσικὴν χρῆσιν εἰς τὴν παρὰβ' φύσιν" ὁμοίως tre” 27 
kai® οἱ t ἄρρενες ἀφέντες τὴν φυσικὴν χρῆσιν τῆς θηλείας, ἐξεκαύθησαν 
év® τῇ ὀρέξει αὐτῶν εἰς ἀλλήλους, 1 ἄρσενες" δ᾽ ἐν tdposat” τὴν ἀσχη- 
μοσύνην κατεργαζόμενοι, καὶ τὴν ἀντιμισθίαν ἣν ἔδει τῆς πλάνης αὐτῶν 

ἐν ἑαυτοῖς ἀπολαμβάνοντες. Καὶ καθὼς οὐκ ἐδοκίμασαν δ τὸν Θεὸν 28 
ἔχειν ἐν ἐπιγνώσει, παρέδωκεν αὐτοὺς ὁ Θεὸς εἰς ἀδόκιμον νοῦν, ποιεῖν 

τὰ μὴ καθήκονταβθ, | πεπληρωμένους πάσῃ ἀδικίᾳ, t πορνείᾳ", t πονη- 29 
pia, πλεονεξίᾳ, κακίᾳ". μεστοὺς ὃ φθόνου, φόνου), ἔριδος, δόλου, κακοη- 
θείας: ψιθυριστάς, καταλάλους, θεοστυγεῖς, ὑβριστάς, ὑπερηφάνους, 30: 
ἀλαζόνας, ἐφευρετὰς κακῶν, γονεῦσιν ἀπειθεῖς, ' ἀσυνέτους, ἀσυνθέ- 31 
τους, ἀστόργους, t ἀσπόνδους", ἀνελεήμονας" οἵτινες τὸ δικαίωμα τοῦ 32: 
θεοῦ 1 ἐπιγνόντες" "3, ὅτι οἱ τὰϊδ τοιαῦτα πράσσοντες détor™ θανάτουϊϑ 
εἰσίν, οὐ μόνον αὐτὰ 1 ποιοῦσιν", ἀλλὰ καὶ t συνευδοκοῦσι" τοῖς πράσ- 
σουσι. 

ΔΙῸ ἀναπολόγητος εἶ, ὦ ἄνθρωπε' πᾶς ὁ κρίνων" ἐνδ ᾧ γὰρ κρίνεις 2 
τὸν ἕτερον, σεαυτὸν κατακρίνεις' τὰ γὰρ αὐτὰ πράσσεις ὃ κρίνων, 
οἴδαμεν 1 δὲ" ὅτι τὸ t κρῖμα" τοῦ Θεοῦ ἐστι κατὰ ἀλήθειαν ἐπὶ τοὺς τὰ 2 
τοιαῦτα πρασσοντας. Λογίζῃδ δὲ τοῦτοθ, ὦ ἄνθρωπεϊ ὁ κρίνων τοὺς τὰ 8 
τοιαῦτα πράσσοντας καὶ ποιῶν αὐτά, ὅτι σὺβ ἐκφεύξῃ τὸ txpipa” τοῦ 
Θεοῦ ; ἢ τοῦ πλούτου τῆς χρηστότητος" αὐτοῦ καὶ τῆς ἀνοχῆς καὶ τῆς 4 
μακροθυμίας καταφρονεῖς, ἀγνοῶν ὅτι τὸ χρηστὸν τοῦ Θεοῦ εἰς μετά- 
νοιάν σε dyer; κατὰ δὲ τὴν σκληρότητά σου καὶ ἀμετανόητον καρδίαν ὅ. 
θησαυρίζεις σεαυτῷ ὀργὴν év” ἡμέρᾳ ὀργῆς καὶ ἀποκαλύψεως δικαιο- 





TEXTUAL: Vs. 27: L.Tr.marg. W. δὲ, Codd. A,D*,17; W. marg. om. δὲ, Cod. C, or τε, 
Codd. N,B,D***,37. | E.A.L.Tr.W. ἄρσενες, Codd. B,D*; txt. Codd. ",A,C,D%,17,37. | 
T. ἄρρενες, Codd. X*,A,0,17; txt. Codd. x°,B,D,37. | T. ἄρρεσιν, Codd. N¥,A,17; txt. Codd. 
NB,C,D,37. Vs. 29: A.L.Tr.T.W. om. πορνεία, Codd. §,A,B,C,17. | L.W. κακίᾳ, πονηρίᾳ, 
πλεονεξίᾳ, Codd.C,17; W.marg. πονηρίᾳ, πλεονεξίᾳ, κακίᾳ, Cod. B, or κακίᾳ, πορνείᾳ, 
πλεονεξίᾳ, Cod. D*; T. πονηρίᾳ, κακίᾳ, πλεονεξίᾳ, Codd. N,A. Vs. 31: A.L.Tr.T.W. om. 
ασπόνδους, Codd. N*,A,B,D*; txt. Codd. N°,C,D¢,37. Vs. 32: W.marg. ἐπιγινώσκοντες. | 
L. marg. Tr. marg. ποιοῦντες... συνευδοκοῦντες. Chap. 2, vs. 2: L. marg. Tr. marg.T 
yap, Codd. §,C,17,37; txt. Codd. A,B,D. | T.W. κρίμα. Vs. 3: T.W. κρίμα. 





GRAMMATICAL: 58) W. 404. 59) B. 137. 60) W. 237; Β. 161. 61) W. 404. 
62) B. 8615, 63) W.417. 64) B. 7. 65) W. 638. 66) W. 480; B. 350. 67) W.120; 
W. 217; Β. 164. 68) Β. 402. 69) W.553; W. 637. 170) Β. 89... 71) W. 553; W. 637, 
12) W. 344%, 18) B. 87. 74) W. 206, 75) Ὑ7. 128. 1) W. 183.3; B. 140. 2) W. 135; 
W. 633; Β. 141. 3) W. 387%. 4) W. 401... 5) W. 509. 6) W. 161*; B. 105, 
Ἢ W. 183s; B.140. 8) W.152; B.132, 9) W.190. 10) W. 235. 11) W. 402» 


19) W. 417%, 13) W. 1885, 


ἘΠΙΣΤΟΛΗ͂ Κεφ. 2 


Io σ᾽ 


κρισίας" τοῦ Θεοῦ, " ὃς ἀποδώσει ἑκάστῳ κατὰ τὰ ἔργα αὐτοῦ. τοῖς μὲν 
καθ’ ὑπομονὴν ἔργου" ἀγαθοῦ δόξαν!" καὶ τιμὴν καὶ ἀφθαρσίαν ζητοῦσι, 
8 ζωὴν αἰώνιον. τοῖς δὲ 8" ἐριθείας, καὶ ἀπειθοῦσι.3 Ἰ μὲν" τῇ ἀληθείᾳ, 
9 πειθομένοις δὲ τῇ ἀδικίᾳ, t θυμὸς καὶ ὀργή", ' 1 θλίψις" καὶ στενοχωρίᾳ, 
ἐπὶ πᾶσαν ψυχὴν ἀνθρώπου τοῦ κατεργαζομένου τὸ κακόν, ᾿Ιουδαίου" 
10 te πρῶτον" καὶ “Ἔλληνος" δόξα δὲ καὶ τιμὴ καὶ εἰρήνη παντὶ τῷ ἐργα- 
11 ζομένῳ τὸ ἀγαθόν, Ἰουδαίῳ τε πρῶτον καὶ Ἕλληνι: οὐ γάρ ἐστι 
12 ἱπροσωποληψία" παρὰϑ τῷ Θεῷ. ὅσοι yap™ ἀνόμως ἥμαρτον, ἀνόμως 
καὶ ἀπολοῦνται3δ' καὶ ὅσοι év™ νόμῳ ἥμαρτον, διὰ νόμου κριθήσονται, 
18 ! 0&8 γὰρϑ! οἱ ἀκροαταὶ trov” νόμον δίκαιοι παρὰ 1 τῷ" Θεῷ, ἀλλ᾽ οἱ 
14 ποιηταὶ trod” νόμου δικαιωθήσονται. (Ὅταν γὰρ ἔθνη τὰ μὴ νόμον 
ἔχοντα φύσει τὰ τοῦ νόμου 1 ποιῇ "3, 1 οὗτοι" δ νόμον μὴδϑ ἔχοντες, Eav- 
15 τοῖς εἰσι νόμος" οἵτινες ἐνδείκνυνται τὸ ἔργον τοῦ νόμου γραπτὸν ἐν 
ταῖς καρδίαις αὐτῶν, t συμμαρτυρούσης" αὐτῶν τῆς συνειδήσεως, καὶ 
μεταξὺ ἀλλήλων τῶν λογισμῶν κατηγορούντων ἢ38 καὶ ἀπολογουμένων.) 
16 ! ἐν ἡμέρᾳ 1 ὅτε" κρινεῖ 6 Θεός τὰ κρυπτὰ τῶν ἀνθρώπων, κατὰ τὸ 
εὐαγγέλιόν μου, διὰ 1 Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ". 
1 [Ἴδε ad Ἰουδαῖος ἐπονομάζῃ, καὶ ἐπαναπαύῃ ἱ τῷ" νόμῳ, καὶ 
18 καυχᾶσαι ἐνὶ Θεῷ, ' καὶ γινώσκεις 3 τὸ θέλημα, καὶ δοκιμάζεις τὰ 
19 διαφέροντα, κατηχούμενος ἐκ τοῦ νόμου’ πέποιθάς τε σεαυτὸν" ὁδηγὸν 
20 εἶναι τυφλῶν, φῶς ἢ τῶν ἐν σκότει, ' παιδευτὴν ἀφρόνων, διδάσκαλον 
νηπίων, ἔχοντα τὴν μόρφωσιν τῆς γνώσεως καὶ τῆς ἀληθείας ἐν τῷ 
21 νόμῳ ὁ οὖν διδάσκων ἕτερον, σεαυτὸν οὐ διδάσκεις ; 6 κηρύσσων μὴ 
92 κλέπτειν, κλέπτεις 5; ᾿ ὁ λέγων μὴ μοιχεύειν, μοιχεύεις ; 6 βδελυσσό- 





ΤΈΣΤΟΑΙ,: Vs. 8: L.Tr.T.W. om. μὲν, Codd. N*B,D* ; txt. W. marg. Codd. N°,A,D*,17,37. 

| A.L.Tr.T.W. ὀργὴ καὶ ϑυμός, Codd. 8,A,B,D*,37; txt. Codd. Dyl%. Vs. 9: AL 
Tr.W. ϑλῖψις. Vs. 11: A.L.Tr.T.W. προσωπολημψία. Vs. 13: A.L.Tr.T.W. om. τοῦ, Codd. 
N,A,B,D; txt. Codd. 17,37. | Tr.W. marg. om. τῷ, Codd. B,D*; [L.Tr. marg.]; txt. Codd. 
N,A,De,17,37. | A.L.Tr.T.W. om. τοῦ, Codd. 8,A,B,D*; txt. Codd. De17,37. Vs. 14: 
A.L.Tr.T.W. ποιῶσιν, Codd. 8, A,B; txt. Codd. De,37. | L.marg. of τοιοῦτοι. Vs.15: ΤΙΝ. 
συνμαρτυρούσης. Vs.16: A.L.W.marg. ἢ, Cod. A; Tr.marg. ἐν ἢ ἡμέρᾳ, Cod. B; txt. 
Codd. 8,D,17,37. | T.Tr.marg. W. marg. Χριστοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ. Vs. 17: Ε΄. Ἰδὲ; A.L.Tr.T.W. 
Εἰ δὲ, Codd. 8,A,B,D*; txt. Codd. D¢17,37. | A.L.Tr.T.W. om. τῷ, Codd. 8,4,B,D*; 
txt. Codd. D¢,17,37. 





GRAMMATICAL: 14) W. 125. 15) W.187*. 16) W.519. 17) W. 4244. 18) 8. 9. 
19) B. 384*, 20) W.156*%, 21) W. 552. 22) W.576*. 23) W. 441. 24) W. 395 
25) W. 441... 26) B. 64. 21) W. 386% 28) W.123. 29) W.378. 30) Vss, 13-15 
W. 565%, 31) W. 447.4. 32) W. 186*; B. 188. 33) W. 139*; B. 93. 34) W.309 
35) W. 141.2; Β. 106; B. 282. 86) W. 483.8; W. 556%. 37) Ὑ. 5805, 38) W. 4405. 
39) W. 569; B. 386. 40) W.76; B. 42. 41) W. 288... 42) W.122. 43) W. 268. 
44) W. 321. 45) W. 520. 46) W. 4814; B. 350. 47) W 322*+ B. 274. 48) W. 508... 


Κεφ. 2, 3. ΠΡΟΣ ῬΩΜΑΙΟΥ͂Σ. 11 


μενος τὰ εἴδωλα, ἱεροσυλεῖς ; ὃς év® νόμῳϑϑ καυχᾶσαιϑ!, διὰ τῆς παρα- 28 
βάσεως τοῦ νόμου τὸν Θεὸν ἀτιμάζεις ; ‘TS γὰρ ὄνομα τοῦ Θεοῦ δι’ 24 
ὑμᾶς βλασφημεῖται ἐν τοῖς ἔθνεσι, καθὼς γέγραπται. τοι. 55. 56. Περι- 25 
τομὴ μὲν γὰρ ὠφελεῖ, ἐὰν νόμον πράσσῃς 33 ἐὰν δὲ παραβάτης νόμου ἧς, 

ἡ περιτομή σου ἀκροβυστία γέγονεν, ἐὰν οὖν ἡ dxpoBvoria® τὰ δικαι- 26 
ώματα τοῦ νόμου φυλάσσῃ, 1 οὐχὶ" ἡ ἀκροβυστία αὐτοῦϑ' εἰς περιτομὴν 
λογισθήσεταιδθ t; καὶ κρινεῖ ἡ ἐκ φύσεως ἀκροβυστία, τὸν νόμον τε- 27 
Aovoa™", σὲ τὸν διὰδδ γράμματος καὶ περιτομῆς, παραβάτην νόμου : ! ob® 28 
yap™ ὁ ἐν τῷ φανερῷ ᾿Ἰουδαῖόςδι ἐστιν, οὐδὲ ἡ ἐν τῷ φανερῷ ἐν σαρκὶ 
περιτομή" ἰ ἀλλ᾽" 6% ἐν τῷ κρυπτῷ Ἰουδαῖος, καὶ περιτομὴ καρδίας 29 
ἐν πνεύματι, οὐ γράμματι: οὗ ὁ ἔπαινος οὐκ ἐξ ἀνθρώπων, 1 ἀλλ᾽" ἐκ 
τοῦ Θεοῦ. 

Τί οὖν τὸ περισσὸν τοῦ Ἰουδαίου, ἢ τίς ἡ ὠφέλεια τῆς περιτομῆς ; 
πολύ, κατὰ πάντα τρόπον. πρῶτον μὲν t yap”? ὅτι ἐπιστεύθησαν! τὰ 
λόγιαδ τοῦ Θεοῦ. τί γάρ, εἰ ἠπίστησάν τινες, μὴ ἡ ἀπιστία αὐτῶν 
τὴν πίστιν τοῦ Θεοῦ καταργήσει ; ' μὴϊ γένοιτο" γινέσθω δὲ ὁ Θεὸς ἀλη- 
θής, πᾶς δὲδ ἄνθρωπος ψεύστης, | καθὼς" γέγραπται, “ Ὅπως av? δικαιω- 
θῇς ἐν τοῖς λόγοις σου, καὶ Ἰνικήσῃς" ἐν τῷ κρίνεσθαί σε." Psa. 50. 6, (δι. 4.) 


mo Οὐ 


Εἰ δὲ ἡ ἀδικία ἡμῶν Θεοῦ! δικαιοσύνην συνίστησι, τί ἐροῦμεν ; pH? δ 
ἄδικος ὁ Θεὸς 6 ἐπιφέρων τὴν ὀργήν ; Kata? ἄνθρωπον λέγω" μὴ! γέ- 
votto’ ἐπεὶ! πῶς κρινεῖ! ὁ Θεὸς τὸν κόσμον ; | εἰ 1 yap” ἡ ἀλήθεια τοῦ ἢ 
Θεοῦ ἐν τῷ ἐμῷ ψεύσματι ἐπερίσσευσεν εἰς τὴν δόξαν αὐτοῦ, τί ἔτι 
κἀγὼ ὡς ἁμαρτωλὸς κρίνομαι ; καὶ μὴ καθὼς βλασφημούμεθα, t Kai” 8 
καθώς φασί τινες ἡμᾶς λέγειν, ‘ Ὅτι ποιήσωμεν 8 τὰ κακὰ ἵνα ἔλθῃ! τὰ 
ἀγαθά ;’ ὧν τὸ 1 κρῖμα ἔνδικόν ἐστι. 

Τί οὖν; προεχόμεθαϊθ ; οὐδ! πάντως: προῃτιασάμεθα γὰρ Ἰουδαίους 9 


᾿Ν 


πε καὶ “EAAnvac πάντας 1 ὑφ᾽" ἁμαρτίανϑ εἶναι, ' καθὼς γέγραπται, 10 


oO 





TexTuaL: Vs. 26: L.Tr.T.W.marg. ody. Vs. 29: L.Tr.W. ἀλλὰ; txt. L. marg. | 
Tr. ἀλλὰ, Chap. 3, vs. 2: L.Tr.W. marg. om. yap, Codd. B,D*; [A.]; txt. Codd. N,A,Dy, 
17,37. Vs. 4: Tr.T.W. marg. καθάπερ, Codd. N,B; txt. Codd. A,D. | L. marg. Tr. marg. 
T.W. marg. νικήσεις, Codd. ¥,A,D,17; txt. Codd. B37. Vs.7: T.W.marg. δὲ. Vs. 8; 
W.marg. om. «ai; [Tr. marg.] | T.W. κρὶμα. Vs. 9: Tr.marg. ὑπὸ. } Chap. 2, vs. 26: 
w.f[,1. 


GRAMMATICAL: 49) W. 233.2. 50) W.123. 51) Β. 42. 52) W. 293», 53) B. 122. 
£4) W. 145; B. 106.* 55) W. 228; B. 151. 56) W. 259.4; W. 293. 57) W. 134.*; 
W. 343.2%. 58) W. 380.* 59) W. 488. 60) W. 4645, 61) W. 584*; B. 392%, 
62) W. 116. 1) W. 114... 2) W. 575.y; Β. 866... 8) W. 454¢ 4) W. 260.0%. 
5) W. 229; B. 190. 6) W. 638. 17) B. 248. 8) W. 442. 9) W. 310; B. 234. 
10) B. 2145. 11) W. 122 12) W. 611; B. 248, 18) W. 402, 14) W. 563. 
15) W. 600... 16) W. 480; B. 233; B. 359. 17) W. 279; B. 218, 18) W. 628.2; 
Β. 245, 19) W. 281... 20) W. 258%; W. 264*, 21) W. 654; B. 389. 22) W. 548 
23) W. 407; B. 341. 24) W. 120. 

9 


μ 





18 ἘΠΙΣΤΟΛΗ Κεφ. ὃ 


11. “Ὅτι οὐκ ἔστι δίκαιος οὐδὲδϑ εἷς" οὐκ ἔστιν t δ΄ 1 συνιῶν"ἢ,͵ οὐκ ἔστιν 
12 +6” t ἐκζητῶν" τὸν Θεόν. πάντες ἐξέκλιναν, ἅμα 1 ἠχρειώθησαν"“" οὐκ 
18 ἔστι *roudv™® χρηστότητα, 1 οὐκ ἔστιν" ἕως ἑνός. τάφος ἀνεῳγμένος ὁ 
λάρυγξ αὐτῶν, ταῖς γλώσσαις αὐτῶν ἐδολιοῦσανϑ: ἰὸς ἀσπίδων ὑπὸδϑ 
i τὰ χείλη αὐτῶν"! ὧν τὸ στόμα ὃ ἀρᾶς καὶ πικρίας γέμει. ὀξεῖς οὗ 
16 πόδες αὐτῶν ἐκχέαι αἷμα" σύντριμμα καὶ ταλαιπωρία ἐν ταῖς ὁδοῖς αὖ- 
1 τῶν" ! καὶ ὁδὸν εἰρήνης οὐκ ἔγνωσαν. οὐκ ἔστι φόβος Θεοῦϑι ἀπέ- 
vavtt τῶν ὀφθαλμῶν αὐτῶν.᾽ Pea. 18. 8, (14. 8); δ. 10, (δ. 9): 9. 38, (10. 7): Tan, 
19 59.75 Poa. 85.2, (86.1) Οἴδαμεν δὲ ὅτι ὅσα ὃ νόμος λέγει, τοῖς ἐν τῷ νόμῳ 
λαλεῖ" iva rév™ στόμα φραγῇ, καὶ ὑπόδικος γένηται πᾶς ὃ κόσμος τῷ 
20 Θεῷ. διότι ἐξ ἔργων νόμου οὐ δικαιωθήσεται πᾶσαβϑ σὰρξ ἐνώπιονϑ' αὐ- 
τοῦ: διὰ γὰρ νόμου ἐπίγνωσις ἁμαρτίας. 
31 Νυνὶ δὲ χωρὶς νόμον δικαιοσύνη Θεοῦϑ πεφανέρωται 85, μαρτυρου- 
22 μένη ὑπὸ τοῦ νόμου καὶ τῶν προφητῶν: δικαιοσύνη dé" Θεοῦ διὰ πίσ- 
τεως ἵ Ἰησοῦ" Χριστοῦ, εἰς8 πάντας trai ἐπὶϑϑ πάντας" τοὺς πιστεύ- 
28 οντας" οὐ γάρ ἐστι διαστολή" ' πάντες γὰρ ἥμαρτον, καὶ ὑστεροῦνται 
24 τῆς δόξης" τοῦ Θεοῦ, δικαιούμενοι 5 δωρεὰν τῇ αὐτοῦ χάριτι“, διὰ 
25 τῆς ἀπολυτρώσεως τῆς ἐν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ, ὃν προέθετο ὁ Θεὸς ἰλαστή- 
ριον" διὰ 1 τῆς" πίστεως ἐν τῷ αὐτοῦ αἵματι, εἰς 3 ἔνδειξιν τῆς δικαι- 
26 οσύνης αὐτοῦ, διὰ τὴν πάρεσιν τῶν προγεγονότων ἁμαρτημάτων ! ἐν 
τῇ ἀνοχῇ τοῦ Θεοῦ, πρὸς * ἔνδειξιν τῆς δικαιοσύνης αὐτοῦ ἐν τῷ νῦν 
καιρῷ, εἰς τὸ εἷναιδι αὐτὸν δίκαιον καὶ δικαιοῦντα τὸν ἐκ πίστεως ᾿᾽Ἰη- 
27 σοῦ. " Ποῦ οὖν ἡ καύχησις ; ἐξεκλείσθη. διὰ ποίου νόμου ; τῶνδ ἔρ- 
28 yor; οὐχί͵ ἀλλὰ διὰ νόμου πίστεως. λογιζόμεθα 1 οὗν", t πίστειϑϑ δικαι- 


By 


29 οὔσθαι" ἄνθρωπον, χωρὶς ἔργων νόμου. ἢ "lovdaiwy* ὁ Θεὸς Ἰμόνον" ; 





TEXTUAL: Vs. 11: L.Tr.marg. W. marg. om. ὁ; [Tr.] | L.Tr.W. συνίων. | W. marg. om. 
6; [L-Tr. marg.] | Tr. marg. ζητῶν. Vs. 12: L. marg. Tr.T. ἠχρεώθησαν, Codd. 8,A,B*,D* ; 
txt. Codd. B*,D¢,17,37. | T.W.marg. add ὁ, Codd. ¥,D; [Tr.marg.]; txt. Codd. A,B. | 
W.marg. om. οὐκ ἔστιν, Cod. B. Vs. 14: W.marg. add αὐτῶν, Codd. B17; [L.} 
Vs. 22: W.marg. om. Ἰησοῦ, Cod. B; txt. x,C,D,17,37. | L.Tr.T.W. om. καὶ ἐπὶ πάντας, 
Codd. x*,A,B,C; [A.]; txt. W. marg. N°,D,17,37. Vs. 25: A.L.Tr.T.W. om. τῆς, Codd. 
N,C*,D*; W. marg. om. διὰ πίστεως ; txt. B,O%De,1%,37. Vs. 26: A.L.Tr.T.W. add τὴν, 
Codd. §,A,B,C,D*; txt. De,37. Vs. 28: A.L.Tr.T.W. γάρ, Codd. ¥,A,D*; txt. A. marg. 
Tr. marg. W. marg. Codd. B,C,D°,17,37. | A.L.Tr.T.W. δικαιοῦσϑαι πίστει. Vs. 29. W. 
μόνων ; txt. W. marg. 





GRammaticaL: 26) W.173; Β, 1211. 26) W. 109; B. 295.e. 27) W. 81; B. 48. 
28) B. 312. 29) W. 77; B. 48, 30) W. 407. 31) W. 185%. 32) W. 1104 
88) W. 111. 34) B. 188. 35) W. 186, 36) W. 211. 81) W. 443, 38) W. 418.6% 
39) W. 418%, 40) W. 214. 41) W. 201, 42) W.352*, 43) Β. 116. 44) W. 2164. 
45) W. 217*, 46) W. 96; W. 228; W. 527.5. 47) W. 378. 48) Β. 116. 49) W. 412 
60) W. 412. 51) Β. 265.4. 52) W.116. 53) W.120. 54) W. 199%. 
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a 
Ee 


οὐχὶ 168” καὶ ἐθνῶν ; vai καὶ ἐθνῶν" ' 1 ἐπείπερ" ὅ εἷς ὁ Θεός, ὃς δικαι- 80 
ώσειδδ περιτομὴν" ἐκ πίστεως, καὶ ἀκροβυστίαν dia® τῆς πίστεως. 
vouov® οὖν καταργοῦμεν διὰ τῆς πίστεως ; μὴ γένοιτο" ἀλλὰ νόμον) 81 
Τἱστῶμεν" δι, 

ΤΙ οὖν ἐροῦμεν ᾿Αβραὰμ' τὸν t πατέρα" ἡμῶν 1 εὑρηκέναι" 2 κατὰ σάρ- 
ka; εἰ γὰρ ᾿Αβραὰμ ἐξ ἔργων ἐδικαιώθη, exer? καύχημα, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ πρὸς" 
᾿ τὸν" Θεόν. τί γὰρ ἡ γραφὴ λέγει ; “᾿Επίστευσεὔδ δὲδ ᾿Αβραὰμ τῷ θεῷ, 
καὶ ἐλογίσθη αὐτῷ εἰς δικαιοσύνην.᾽ Gen. 15.6. Τῷ δὲ ἐργαζομένῳϑ 
69 μισθὸς οὐ λογίζεται κατὰ" χάριν, ἀλλὰ κατὰ Ἱ τὸ" ὀφείλημα" τῷ 
δὲ un ἐργαζομένῳ, πιστεύοντιϊ8 δὲ ἐπὶ τὸν δικαιοῦντα τὸν 1 ἀσεβῆ", 
λογίζεται ἡ πίστις αὐτοῦ εἰς δικαιοσύνην. καθάπερ καὶ t AaBid” 6 
λέγει τὸν μακαρισμὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπον, ᾧ ὁ Θεὸς λογίζεται δικαιοσύνην 
χωρὶς ἔργων,  “ Μακάριοι" dv ἀφέθησαν" αἱ ἀνομίαι, καὶ ὧν ἔπεκα- ἢ 
λύφθησαν αἱ ἁμαρτίαι. μακὰριος3 ἀνὴρ to” ob μὴ λογίσηται 3 Κύ- 
οιος ἁμαρτίαν.᾽ Pea, 81.1, 2, (82.1,2) Ὁ μακαρισμὸς! οὖν οὗτος ἐπὶ τὴν 9 
περιτομήν33͵ ἢ καὶ ent? τὴν ἀκροβυστίαν ; λέγομεν yap tre” ἐλο- 
γίσθηϑϑ τῷ ᾿Αβραὰμ ἡ πίστις εἰς δικαιοσύνην. πῶς οὖν ἐλογίσθη ; év™ 10 
περιτομῇ ὄντι, ἢ ἐν" ἀκροβυστίᾳ; οὐκ ἐν περιτομῇ, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν ἀκροβυσ- 
tia’ καὶ σημεῖον ἔλαβε 1 περιτομῆς", σφραγῖδα τῆς δικαιοσύνης τῆς 11 
πίστεως τῆς ἐν τῇ ἀκροβυστίᾳ: εἰς τὸ εἶναι αὐτὸν πατέρα πάντων τῶν 
πιστευόντων 1 δι᾽" ἀκροβυστίας, εἰς τὸ λογισθῆναι t kat’ αὐτοῖς 1 τὴν" 
δικαιοσύνην" καὶ πατέρα περιτομῆς, τοῖς οὐκϑῖ ἐξς περιτομῆς μόνον, ἀλλὰ 12 
καὶ τοῖς στοιχοῦσι τοῖς tyveot® τῆς ἐν Ἰτῇ" ἀκροβυστίᾳ πίστεως τοῦ 


om οἱ ἢ ἢ» 


@ 





TExTuaL: Vs. 29: A.L.Tr.T.W. om. δὲ. Vs. 30: L.Tr. ef wep; A.T.W. εἴπερ. Vo. 31: 
A.L.Tr.T.W. lordvowev. Chap. 4, vs. 1: A.L.Tr.T.W. προπάτορα, Codd. N*,A,B,O*; txt. 
W. marg. Codd. ¥%,C3,D,17,37. | L.Tr.T.W. εὑρηκέναι before ᾿Αβραὰμ, Codd. §,4,C,D; A. 
Tr. marg. [εὑρηκέναι] ; W.marg. om. ἑυρηκέναι. Cod. B; txt. Codd. 17,37. Vs. 2: A.L.Tr. 
T.W. om. τὸν. Vs. 4: A.L.Tr.T.W. om. τὸ Vs.5: T. ασεβήν. Vs. 6: A.L.Tr.T.W. 
Aaveid. Vs. 8: L. marg. Tr.T.W. οὗ, Codd. X*,B,D*; txt. W.marg. Codd. x°,A,0,D2,17, 
81. Vs.9: Tr.T.W. marg. om. ὅτι, Codd. N,B,D*; [L.]; txt. Codd. A,C,D% Vs, 11: 
W. περιτομήν, Codd. A,C*,37 marg. corr.; txt. W. marg. Codd. N,B,C?,D,17,37 marg. | 
L.Tr. marg. διὰ; txt. L. marg. | Tr.T.W. om. καὶ, Codd. N*,A,B; [A.]; txt. W. marg. 
Codd. N°,C,D. | L. marg. εἰς; T.om. τὴν. Va. 12: A.L.Tr.T.W. om. τῇ. 





GRAMMATICAL: 55) W. 448. 66) W. 2805, 57) Β, 122, 58) W. 411. 59) W. 123%, 
60) W. 609. 61) W. 81. 1) W.113. 2) W.334; W. 508. 3) W.306s%, 4) B. 340, 
δ) Β. 118... 6) W. 453.0%. 1) W. 623%; B. 184, 8) W.35. 9) W. 1082; Β, 88. 
10) B.63. 11) W. 4025, 12) W. 4830. 13) B. 1744 14) B. 53% 16) 8. 181. 
16) Β. 106. 17) W.81; Β. 48... 18) W.585. 19) Β. 186. 20) W. 506; Β. 214, 
21) W. 687*; Β. 138; B.394», 22) W. 695. 23) W. 409; W.420. 24) W. 129. 
25) W. 821... 26) W. 386. 27) W. 420; B. 342, 28) W. 190; W. 531. 29) B. 264 
20) W. 380. 31) W.555*; B. 860. 32) W. 219; B. 184», 33) W. 133. 
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18 πατρὸς ἡμῶν ’ABpadu™. Οὐ yap* διὰ νόμουδδ ἡ ἐπαγγελία τῷ ’ABpa- 
ἂμ 7°" τῷ σπέρματι αὐτοῦ, τὸ κληρονόμον αὐτὸν elvac® trod” κόσμου. 

14 ἀλλὰ διὰ δικαιοσύνης πίστεως 9. εἰ γὰρ οἱ ἐκ νόμου" κληρονόμοι, 
16 κεκένωται ἡ πίστις, καὶ κατήργηται ἡ ἐπαγγελία' ὃ yap® νόμος" dp- 
10. γὴν κατεργάζεται" οὗ tydp” οὐκ ἔστι νόμος, οὐδὲλδ παράβασις. διὰ 
τοῦτο ἐκ πίστεως 33, iva® κατὰ χάριν, εἰς τὸ εἶναι βεβαίανϑ! τὴν ἐπαγ- 
γελίαν παντὶ τῷ σπέρματι, οὐ τῷ ἐκ τοῦ νόμον μόνον, ἀλλὰ καὶ τῷ ἐκ 

17 πίστεως ᾿Αβραάμ, ὅς ἐστι πατὴρ πάντων ἡμῶν, ᾿ (καθὼς γέγραπται, 
“Ὅτι πατέρα πολλῶν ἐθνῶν τέθεικά σε,} Gen. 17.5. κατέναντι ob™ ἐπίσ- 
TEvoe Θεοῦ, τοῦ ζωοποιοῦντος τοὺς νεκρούς, καὶ καλοῦντος τὰ μὴ ὄντα ὡς 

18 ὄντα. Ὃς παρ᾽ ἐλπίδα 1 ἐπ᾽" ἐλπίδι ἐπίστευσεν, sic® τὸ γενέσθαι ab- 
τὸν πατέρα πολλῶν ἐθνῶν, κατὰ τὸ εἰρημένον: “ Οὕτως! ἔσται τὰ 

19 σπέρμα σου" een.15.8. ' καὶ μὴδδ͵ ἀσθενήσας τῇ πίστει, t ob" κατενό- 
ἢσε τὸ ἑαυτοῦ σῶμα ἱ ἤδη" νενεκρωμένον, ἑκατονταέτης 5] πον ὑπάρχων 

20 καὶ τὴν νέκρωσιν τῆς μήτρας Σάρρας: εἰς δὲ τὴν ἐπαγγελίαν τοῦ Θεοῦ 
οὐ διεκρίθη τῇ ἀπιστίᾳδϑ, t ἀλλ᾽" ἐνεδυναμώθη τῇ πίστειδϑ, δοὺς δόξαν τῷ 

21 Θεῷ, ' teal” πληροφορηθεὶς ὅτι ὃ ἐπήγγελται, δυνατός ἐστι καὶ ποιῆσαι 
93 διὸ {καῖ ἐλογίσθη αὐτῷ εἰς δικαιοσύνην. Οὐκ ἐγράφη δὲ δι’ αὐτὸν μό- 
24 νον, ὅτι ἐλογίσθη αὐτῷ: ἀλλὰ καὶ de’ ἡμᾶς, οἷς μέλλει λογίζεσθαι, τοῖς 
25 πιστεύουσινϑ ἐπὶ τὸν ἐγείραντα Ἰησοῦν τὸν Κύριον ἡμῶν ἐκ νεκρῶν, ὃς 
παρεδόθη διὰ τὰ παραπτώματα ἡμῶν, καὶ ἠγέρθη διὰ τὴν δικαίωσιν ἡμῶν. 

5 ΔΙΚΑΙΏΘΕΝΤΕΣ οὖν ἐκ πίστεως, εἰρήνην t ἔχομεν! πρὸς τὸν Θεὸν 
2 διὰ τοῦ Κυρίον ἡμῶν Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ, " δι᾽ ob καὶ τὴν προσαγωγὴν 
ἐσχήκαμεν tri πίστει" εἰς τὴν χάριν ταύτην ἐν ἡ ἑστήκαμεν"- καὶ 

8 καυχώμεθα én’® ἐλπίδι τῆς δόξης τοῦ Θεοῦ. οὐ pdvov® δέ, ἀλλὰ καὶ 
ἐκαυχώμεθα" ἐν ταῖς θλίψεσιν, εἰδότες ὅτι ἡ 1 θλίψις" ὑπομονὴν κατερ- 





ΤΈΧΤΟΑΙ,: Vs. 13: A.L.Tr.T.W. om. τοῦ. 8. 15: A.LTr.T.W. δὲ, Codd. κα ",.4.8,0; 
txt. W. marg. Codd. ND. Ὑ8. 18: L. ἐφ΄. Ὑ8. 19: L.Tr.T.W. om. οὐ, Codd. 8,A,B,0; 
[A.]; txt. W. marg. Codd. D,17,37. 1 T.W. om. ἤδη, Cod.B; [A.L.Tr.marg.]; txt. W. 
marg. Codd. ¥,A,C,D,17,37. Vs. 20: Tr.W. ἀλλὰ. Vs. 21: W. marg. om. καὶ. Va. 22: 
W. om. καὶ; [A.L.Tr.]; txt. W.marg. Chap. 5, vs. 1: A.L.marg. Tr.T.W. ἔχωμεν͵ Codd. 
N*,A,B*,C,D,17,37; txt. W. marg. Codd. 5,85, Vs. 2: A.W. marg. om. τῇ πίστει, Codd, 
B,D; [L.Tr.]; txt. Codd. ¥,A,C,17,37. Vs. 3: A.Tr.W. yavyduevor, Codd. B,C; txt 
Tr. marg. W. marg. Codd. §,A,D. | A.L.Tr.W. θλῖψις. 





GRAMMATICAL: 34) W. 534. 35) W. 447*; W. 453%. 36) W.123. 37) W. 441, 
38) W. 320. 39) Ὑ7. 1865, 40) W. 447. 41) W.59; W.109; W.123. 42) W. 218; 
Β. 199. 48) W.447. 44) W.123. 45) B.349. 46) W. 456. 47) B.392*, 48) W. 598, 
49) W. 685. 50) Β. 265. 51) W.69. 52) W. 165*; Β, 281. 53) B. 264, 54) B. 131* 
55) W. 486%, 56) B. 355. 57) B. 29. 58) B. 186. 59) W.215*. 60) W. 523%; 
B.134. 61) Β. 1144. 62) W.123. 1) W. 186*; W. 406. 2) W. 378. 5) W. 136. 
4) W. 271. 5) W. 233. 6) W. 583; B, 393. 7) W. 283. 
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γάξεται, ' ἡ δὲ ὑπομονὴ δοκιμήν, ἡ δὲ δοκιμὴ ἐλπίδα, | 48 δὲ ἐλπὶς οὐ 5 
καταισχύνει: ὅτι ἡ ἀγάπη τοῦ Θεοῦϑ ἐκκέχυται év™ ταῖς καρδίαις ἡμῶν 
διὰ Πνεύματος ᾿Αγίου τοῦ δοθέντος ἡμῖν. 1 Ἔτι! yap’! Χριστὸς ὄν. 6 
τῶν ἡμῶν ἀσθενῶν. * κατὰ καιρὸν! ὑπὲρ! ἀσεβῶν ἀπέθανε. μόλις γὰρ! 7 
ὑπὲρ δικαίου τις ἀποθανεῖται1δ' ὑπὲρ yap" τοῦ"3 ἀγαθοῦ τάχα τις καὶ 
τολμᾷ" ἀποθανεῖν: συνίστησι δὲ τὴν ἑαυτοῦ ἀγάπην εἰς ἡμᾶς tb Θεός", 8 
ὅτι. ἔτι ἁμαρτωλῶν ὄντων ἡμῶν Χριστὸς ὑπὲρϑ ἡμῶν ἀπέθανε, πολλῷ 9 
Τοὺν" μᾶλλον, δικαιωθέντες νῦν ἐν τῷ αἵματι αὐτοῦ, σωθησόμεθα δι’ 
αὐτοῦ ἀπὸ τῆς ὀργῆς, εἰ γὰρ ἐχθροὶ ὄντες κατηλλάγημεν τῷ Θεῷ 10 
διὰ τοῦ θανάτου τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ, πολλῷ μᾶλλον καταλλαγέντες σωθη- 
σόμεθα ἐν τῇ ζωῇ αὐτοῦ' οὐ μόνον δέ, ἀλλὰ καὶ καυχώμενοι ἐν τῷ 11 
θεῷ διὰ τοῦ Κυρίου ἡμῶν Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ, dv’ οὗ νῦν τὴν καταλλαγὴν 
ἐλάβομεν. 

Διὰ τοῦτο dorep® δι’ ἑνὸς ἀνθρώπον ἡ ἁμαρτία εἰς τὸν κόσμον elo- 12 
ῆλθε, καὶ διὰ τῆς ἁμαρτίας ὁ θάνατος. καὶ οὕτως εἰς3 πάντας ἀνθρώ- 
πους +6 θάνατος" διῆλθεν, ἐφ᾽ 8 © πάντες ἥμαρτον. ἄχρι γὰρ νό- 18 
μουϑῖ ἁμαρτία ἦν ἐν κόσμῳ3ϑ' ἁμαρτία δὲ οὐκ 1 ἐλλογεῖται" 5, μὴδ ὄντος 
νόμου" 1 ἀλλ᾽ ἐβασίλευσεν 6 θάνατος ἀπὸ ᾿Αδὰμ μέχρι t Μωσέως" καὶ 14 
ἐπὶδδ τοὺς ἐμὴ" ἁμαρτήσανταςϑϊ ἐπὶξ8 τῷ ὁμοιώματι τῆς παραβάσεως 
᾿Αδάμ, ὅς39 ἐστι τύπος τοῦ μέλλοντος. ᾿Αλλ οὐχ ὡς τὸ παράπτωμα, 15 
οὕτω“! καὶ τὸ χάρισμα. εἰ γὰρ τῷ τοῦ ἑνὸς παραπτώματι ol? πολλοὶ 
ἀπέθανον, πολλῷ μᾶλλον ἡ χάρις τοῦ Θεοῦ καὶ ἡ δωρεὰ ἐν χάριτι τῇ 
τοῦ ἑνὸς ἀνθρώπου Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ εἰς τοὺς πολλοὺς ἐπερίσσευσε. καὶ 16 
οὐχ ὡς dv ἑνὸς ἁμαρτήσαντος 3, τὸ δώρημα" τὸ μὲν γὰρ 1 κρῖμα" ἐξ' 
ἑνὸς 5 εἰς κατάκριμα, τὸ δὲ χάρισμα ἐκ πολλῶν παραπτωμάτων εἰς" δι- 
καίωμα. εἰ γὰρ tr@ τοῦ ἑνὸς" παραπτώματι ὃ θάνατος ἐβασίλευσε διὰ 17 
τοῦ ἑνός, πολλῷ μᾶλλον οἱ τὴν περισσείαν τῆς χάριτος καὶ t τῆς δω- 





TEXTUAL: Vs. 6: A. ef ye, Cod. B; W.marg. εἴ ye, or εἰ yap; txt. Codd. κα, Α.,0, 08,1}, 
87. | A.L.Tr.T.W. add ἔτι, Vs. 8: A.W. marg. om. ὁ ϑεός, Cod. B ; txt. W. marg. Codd. ¥,A, 
017,37. Vs. 9: W. marg. om. οὖν. Vs.12: W. marg. om. ὁ ϑάνατος; [A.] Vs.13: L. marg, 
ἐλλογᾶτο. Vs. 14: A.Tr.T.W. ἀλλὰ. | A.L.Tr.T.W. Μωυσέως. | W. marg. om. μὴ. Vs. 16: 
T.W. κρίμα. Vs.17: W.L. marg. ἐν ἑνὶ; W.marg. txt., or ἐν ἑνὸς, | W. marg. om. τῆς 
Swpedc, Cod. B; [L.Tr. marg.]; txt. Codd. N,A,C,D. | Tr. marg. Χριστοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ. 





GrammatTicaL: 8) W.107. 9) W. 185. 10) W.413; W. 414; B. 329. 11) W. 553; 
B. 389. 12) W. 447; W. 453%. 13) W.124. 14) W. 382; W. 383 15) W. 468, 
16) W. 2195; B. 2185, 17) W. 447; W. 453%, 18) W. 117", 19) W. 613. 20) W. 383. 
21) W. 191... 22) B. 292. 23) W. 262, 24) W. 583*; B, 393% 25) W. 8515. 
26) W. 569%. 27) W. 396.2. 28) W. 394. 29) W. 158*. 30) W. 609. 381) W. 123. 
32) W.123. 33) W.85; B.58. 34) W.475. 35) Β. 169. 86) W. 206..; W. 409. 
37) W. 82; B. 54. 38) W. 394.1 39) W. 5421, 40) Ὑ7. 442. 41) W. 641... 42) W.110. 
43) W. 82; W. 340.0*; B. 64, 44) W. 368. 45) W. 584%. 46) W. 396.0 


22 ἘΠΙΣΤΟΛΗ Keg. 5, 6. 


pede” τῆς δικαιοσύνης AapBdvovtec", ἐν ζωῇ βασιλεύσουσι διὰ τοῦ ἑνὸς 
18 [Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ". "Apa οὖν! ὡς dv’ ἑνὸς παραπτώματος εἰς πάντας 

ἀνθρώπους εἰς κατάκριμα: οὕτω καὶ δι’ ἑνὸς δικαιώματος εἰς" πάντας 
19 ἀνθρώπους εἰς δικαίωσιν ζωῆς, ὥσπερ γὰρ διὰ τῆς παρακοῆς τοῦ 

ἑνὸς ἀνθρώπου ἁμαρτωλοὶ κατεστάθησαν οἱ πολλοίϑδ, οὕτω καὶ da τῆς 
20 ὑπακοῆς δ τοῦ ἑνὸς δίκαιοι κατασταθήσονται οἱ πολλοί. Νόμος δὲ 

παρεισῆλθεν, ἵνα! πλεονάσῃ τὸ παράπτωμα. οὗ δὲ ἐπλεόνασεν ἡ ἁμαρ- 
21 tia, ὑπερεπερίσσευσεν ἡ χάρις: ἵνα ὥσπερ ἐβασίλευσεν ἡ ἁμαρτία ἐν 
τῷ θανάτῳ, οὕτω Kai® ἡ χάρις βασιλεύσῃ διὰ δικαιοσύνης εἰςὅϑ ζωὴν 
αἰώνιον, διὰ Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ τοῦ ἹΚυρίον ἡμῶν. 

ΤΙ οὖν ἐροῦμεν: ; 1 ἐπιμενοῦμεν" 2 τῇ ἁμαρτίᾳ, ἵνα ἡ χάρις πλεονάσῃ ; 
"un γένοιτο. itive? ἀπεθάνομεν' τῇ ἁμαρτίᾳϑ, πῶς ἔτι 1 ζήσομεν"ἐ 
ἐνῖ αὐτῇ ; ἢ" ἀγνοεῖτε ὅτι ὅσοι ἐβαπτίσθημεν εἰς Χριστὸν ἱ Ἰησοῦν", εἰς 
τὸν θάνατον αὐτοῦ ἐβαπτίσθημεν ; συνετάφημεν οὖν αὐτῷ διὰ τοῦ βαπ- 
τίσματος εἰς τὸν θάνατον" ἵνα ὥσπερ ἠγέρθη Χριστὸς ἐκ νεκρῶν διὰ τῆς 
δόξης τοῦ πατρός, οὕτω καὶ ἡμεῖς ἔν καινότητι ζωῆς9 περιπατήσωμεν͵ 
Ei γὰρ σύμφυτοι γεγόναμεν! τῷ ὁμοιώματι τοῦ θανάτου αὐτοῦ, ἀλλὰ" 


ἣν Oo Ww oD 


oO οι 


καὶ τῆς ἀναστάσεως ἐσόμεθα. τοῦτο!δ γινώσκοντες, ὅτι ὁ παλαιὸς 
ἡμῶν: ἄνθρωπος συνεσταυρώθη, ἵνα καταργηθῇ τὸ σῶμα τῆς ἁμαρτίας 5, 
τοῦ μηκέτι δουλεύειν!δ ἡμᾶς τῇ ἁμαρτίᾳ. 6 γὰρ ἀποθανὼν δεδικαίωται 
ἀπὸ τῆς ἁμαρτίας. El δὲ ἀπεθάνομεν σὺν} Χριστῷ, πιστεύομεν ὅτι 
καὶ 1 συζήσομεν"18 αὐτῷ, ' εἰδότες ὅτι Χριστὸς ἐγερθεὶς ἐκ νεκρῶν, 1 οὐκ 
10 ἔτι" ἀποθνήσκει: θάνατος αὐτοῦ tobe ἔτι" κυριεύει. 6% γὰρ ἀπέθανε, 
11 τῇ ἁμαρτίᾳϑι ἀπέθανεν ἐφάπαξ, {δ΄ 3 δὲ ζῇ, ζῇ τῷ Θεῷϑ!, Τ οὕτω καὶ 

ὑμεῖς λογίζεσθε ἑαυτοὺς "5 1 νεκροὺς μὲν εἶναι" τῇ duaptia®, ζῶντας δὲ 
12 τῷ Θεῷ, ev" Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ {7H Κυρίῳ ἡμῶν΄. Μὴ38 οὖν βασιλευέτω 


oman 





TextuaL: Chap. 6, vs. 1: A.L.Tr.T.W. ἐπιμένωμεν, Codd. A,B,O,D,17,37. Vs. 2: 
L. marg. ζήσωμεν, Codd. C,17. Vs. 3: W.marg. om. Ἰησοῦν. Vs. 8: A.L.Tr.T.W. συν- 
ζήσομεν. Vs. 9: E.L.Tr.T.W. οὐκέτι. | L.Tr.T.W. οὐκέτι. Ὑ8. 10: BE. ὁ. Vs. 11: AL 
W. om. εἶναι, Codd. A,D,17; T.W. marg. εἶναι νεκροὺς μὲν, Codd. N*,B,C; Tr. [εἶναι] vex- 
pods μὲν; txt. Codd. N°,37. | A.L.Tr.T.W. om. τῷ Κυρίῳ ἡμῶν͵ Codd. A,B,D; txt. Codd. 
δ, Ο 11,31. 





GRaMMATIOAL: 41) W.353. 48) W. 445; W. 558; B. 371. 49) W. 440.5. 60) W. 587* 
51) B. 394. 52) W. 188.6. 53) W.110. 54) W.421; B. 342. 55) W. 638. 56) W. 123. 
57) W. 459. 58) W. 440.5. 59) W. 397; W. 418, 1) B 218. 2) B. 208. 3) W. 168. 
4) W. 428.4, 6) W. 210; B.178 6) W. 86; W. 219. 17) W. 8386... 8) W. 609. 
9) W. 236.2; Β. 162. 10) W. 288. 11) W. 292. 12) W.442*; W.451.; Β. 364 
18) W. 161. 14) Β. 116, 15) W. 188. β; W. 615*. 16) W. 326; W. 612*; B. 271. 
17) W. 391. 18) W. 86, 19) W.538. 20) W. 227; Β. 149. 21) Β. 118. 22) W. 422. 
23) W. 168. 24) W. 210. 25) W. 228; Β. 113. 26) W. 2105, 27) W. 389. 
28) W. 502. 


Κεφ. 6, 7. ΠΡῸΣ POMAIOTS. 23 


ἡ duaptia ἐν τῷ θνητῷ" ὑμῶνϑ᾽ σώματι, εἰς rd ὑπακούεινϑι t αὐτῇ + ev” 
ἔταῖς ἐπιθυμίαις αὐτοῦ" μηδὲ παριστάνετεβδ τὰ μέλη ὑμῶν ὅπλα 18 
ἀδικίας τῇ ἁμαρτίᾳ" ἀλλὰ παραστήσατε ἑαυτοὺς3! τῷ Θεῷ 1 ὡς" ἐκ νεκ- 
ρῶν ζῶντας δ, καὶ τὰ μέλη ὑμῶν ὅπλα δικαιοσύνης τῷ Θεῷ, ἁμαρτίαϑϑ 14 
γὰρ ὑμῶν οὐ κυριεύσει"] οὐ γάρ ἐστε ὑπὸβϑ νόμον, 1 ἀλλ᾽" ὑπὸ χάριν. 

Τί οὖν ; { ἁμαρτήσομεν" 39, ὅτι οὐκ ἐσμὲν ὑπὸ νόμον, 1 GAA” ὑπὸ" χά- 15 
φιν; μὴ γένοιτο, οὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι w* mapiotdvete® ἑαυτοὺς ὃ δούλους 16 
εἰς ὑπακοήν, δοῦλοί ἐστε OY ὑπακούετε, ἤτοι ὃ ἁμαρτίας tele θάνατον", 

ἢ ὑπακοῆς εἰς δικαιοσύνην ; χάρις δὲ τῷ Θεῷ, ὅτι ἦτε δοῦλοι τῆς ἁμαρ- 17 
τίας, ὑπηκούσατε δὲ éx® καρδίας εἰς ὃν παρεδόθητε" τύπον διδαχῆς. | 
ἐλευθερωθέντες 5 t dé” ἀπὸ τῆς ἁμαρτίας, ἐδουλώθητε τῇ δικαιοσύνῃ. 18 
Τ᾿Ανθρώπινον λέγω διὰ τὴν ἀσθένειαν τῆς σαρκὸς ὑμῶν. ὥσπερ γὰρ 19 
παρεστήσατε τὰ μέλη ὑμῶν δοῦλα τῇ ἀκαθαρσίᾳ καὶ τῇ ανομίᾳ t cic 
τὴν ἀνομίαν", οὕτωδι νῦν παραστήσατε τὰ μέλη ὑμῶν δοῦλα τῇ δικαιο- 
σύνῃ εἰς ἁγιασμόν. ὅτε γὰρ δοῦλοι Are” τῆς ἁμαρτίας, ἐλεύθεροι ἦτε 20 
τῇ δικαιοσύνῃβδ, τίνα οὖν καρπὸν elyetetoret,” to οἷς νῦν ἐπαισχύ- 21 
νεσθεῖ; τὸ * γὰρ τέλος ἐκείνων, θάνατος. νυνὶ δὲ ἐλευθερωθέντες ἀπὸ 22 
τῆς ἁμαρτίας, δουλωθέντες δὲ τῷ Θεῷ], ἔχετε τὸν καρπὸν ὑμῶν εἰς δὲ 
ἁγιασμόν: τὸ δὲ τέλος, ζωὴν αἰώνιον. τὰ yap ὀψώνιαϑϑ τῆς ἁμαρτίας, 23 
θάνατος" τὸ δὲ χάρισμα τοῦ Θεοῦ, ζωὴ αἰώνιος, ἐνδ Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ τῷ 
Κυρίῳ ἡμῶν. Ἢ ἀγνοεῖτε, ἀδελφοί, (γινώσκουσι γὰρ' νόμονΞ 7 
λαλῶν ὅτι ὁ νόμος κυριεύει τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐφ᾽ ὅσον χρόνον ζῇ ;! ἡ yap? 2 
ὕπανδρος γυνὴ τῷ Σῶντι ἀνδρὶ! δέδεταιδ νόμῳ ἐὰν δὲ ἀποθάνῃ ὁ ἀνήρ, 
κατήργηται ἀπὸ trod νόμου" τοῦ ἀνδρός. ἄρα" οὖν ζῶντος τοῦ ἀν- 8 
δρὸς μοιχαλὶς χρηματίσει), ἐὰν γένηται ἀνδρὶ ἑτέρῳ: ἐὰν δὲ ἀποθάνῃ 
ὁ ἀνήρ, ἐλευθέρα ἐστὶν ἀπὸ τοῦ νόμου, τοῦ μὴ ξιναι1 αὐτὴν μοιχαλίδα, 





TEXTUAL: Vs. 12: A.L.Tr.T.W. om. αὐτῇ, Codd. 8,A4,B,C*; txt. W. marg. Codd. Ο3, 
D,(17),37. | A.L.Tr.T.W. om. ἐν, Codd. §,A,B,0*; txt. Codd. C4,17,37. | W. marg. om. 
ταῖς ἐπιϑυμίαις αὐτοῦ, Cod. Ὁ, txt. 8,A,B,0,17,37. Vs. 13: A.L.Tr.T.W. ὡσεὶ. Vs. 14: 
A.L.Tr.T.W. ἀλλὰ. Vs. 15: A.L.Tr.T.W. ἁμαρτήσωμεν, N,A,B,O,D,17,37. | A.L.Tr.T.W, 
ἀλλὰ. Vs. 16: W. marg. om. εἰς ϑάνατον. Vs. 18: W. marg. om. δὲ, Vs. 19: W 
marg. om. εἰς τὴν ἀνομίαν. Vs. 21: ALT. [;]; W.om.[,].] LT. [7]; A. [,] | AL 
W.marg. add μὲν; Tr.marg. Chap. 7, vs. 2: Εἰ. om. τοῦ νόμου. 


-----.ς----. 


GRAMMATICAL: 29) W. 624. 30) Β. 1106. 31) Β. 265. 32) W. 488. 33) W. 814. 
34) B. 113. 35) B. 307. 36) W. 120. 37) W. 279; W. 316. 38) B. 841. 39) W. 82; 
W. 279*; Β. 54; Β. 208. 40) W. 420. 41) Β. 399. 42) W. 266. 43) Β. 118. 44) W. 158. 
45) W. 440... 46) W. 368. 47) W. 261*.2; W. 164.2... 48) W. 197. 49) W.128..; B. 98, 
50) W. 397. 51) B. 9. 52)B.50. 53) W.210*; Β. 119. 54) W.158*; W. 221. 55) W.141; 
B. 282. 56) W.197. 57) Β. 119. 58) W.417*. 59) W.176. 60) W. 389. 1) W. 446, 
2) W. 123, 3) W. 446. 4) W. 209... 5) W. 2115, 6) W. 293... 7) B. 322%, 
8) W. 188.., 9) W. 445; W. 558; B.371. 10) W. 280; Β, 81. 11) W. 324; B. 269 


24 ἘΠΙΣΤΟΛΗ Κεφ. 7 


γενομένην! ἀνδρὶ ἑτέρῳ. ὥστε, ἀδελφοί μου, καὶ ὑμεὶς ἐθανατώθητεϊ 

τῷ νόμῳ" did τοῦ σώματος τοῦ! Χριστοῦ, εἰς τὸ γενέσθαι" Ομᾶς ἑτέ- 

5 pw'®, τῷ ἐκ νεκρῶν ἐγερθέντι, ἵνα καρποφορήσωμεν τῷ Θεῷ. ὅτε yay. 

ἦμεν 9 ἐν τῇ σαρκί, τὰ παθήματα τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν τὰ διὰ τοῦ νόμον ἐν 

ηργεῖτο! ἐν τοῖς μέλεσιν ἡμῶν, εἰς τὸ καρποφορῆσαι3 τῷ θανάτῳ 

6 νυνὶ δὲ κατηργήθημεν ἀπὸ τοῦ νόμου, t ἀποθανόντες" ἐν ᾧ κατειχόμεθα, 

ὥστε δουλεύειν t ἡμᾶς" ἐν καινότητι πνεύματος, καὶ ov παλαιότητι 
γράμματος. 

ἢ Ὑΐ οὖν ἐροῦμεν ; ὃ νόμος duapria® ; μὴ γένοιτο: ἀλλὰ τὴν ἁμαρτίαν 

οὐκ ἔγνωνϑ,, εἰ ur” διὰ νόμου" τήν τε yap™ ἐπιθυμίαν οὐκ ἤδειν, εἰ μὴ 

8 ὁ νόμος ἔλεγεν, “ Οὐκ ἐπιθυμήσεις."5. Exoa. 5ο.1τ-. ἀφορμὴν δὲ λαβοῦσα ἡ 

ἁμαρτία διὰ τῆς ἐντολῆς 1 κατειργάσατο" 8) ἐν ἐμοὶ πᾶσαν ἐπιθυμίαν. 

9 χωρὶς γὰρ νόμου ἁμαρτία νεκρά" ' ἐγὼ δὲ ἔζωνϑ: χωρὶς νόμον ποτέ. ἐλ- 

10 θούσης δὲ τῆς ἐντολῆς, ἡ ἁμαρτία ἀνὲξησεν, ! ἐγώ δὲ ἀπέθανον: καὶ 

11 εὑρέθη μοι ἡ ἐντολὴ 78 εἰς Σωήν, αὕτηβ' εἰς θάνατον. ἡ γὰρ ἁμαρτία 3 

ἀφορμὴν λαβοῦσα διὰ τῆς ἐντολῆς ἐξηπάτησέ με, καὶ δι᾽ αὐτῆς ἀπέκ- 

12 τείνεν. ὥστε ὁ μὲν νόμηςϑ3ϑ ἅγιος, καὶ ἡ ἐντολὴ ἁγία καὶϑῖ δικαία καὶ 

18 ἀγαθή. Τὸ οὖν ἀγαθὸν éuot® tyéyove” θάνατος ; μὴ γένοιτο: ἱ ἀλλὰ" 

ἡ ἁμαρτία, ἵνα φανῇ ἁμαρτία, διὰ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ μοι κατεργαζομένη θάν- 

arov!, ἵνα γένηται καθ᾽ ὑπερβολὴν ἁμαρτωλὸς ἡ ἁμαρτία διὰ τῆς ἐν- 

14 τολῆς. Οἴδαμεν 1 yap” ὅτι ὃ νόμος πνευματικός ἐστιν. ἐγὼ δὲ 1 σαρκι- 

16 κός"ἢ εἶμι, πεπραμένος ὑπὸ τὴν ἁμαρτίαν. ὃ γὰρ κατεργάζομαι, οὐ 

γινώσκω: ov γὰρ ὃ θέλω, trodto” πράσσω: ἀλλ᾽ ὃ μισῶ, τοῦτο 

16 ποιῶ, εἰ δὲ ὃ οὐ θέλω, τοῦτο ποιῶ, 1 σύμφημι" τῷ νόμῳ ὅτι καλός. 

17 νυνὶ δὲ Τοὐκ ἔτι" éya" κατεργάξζομαι αὐτό, t ἀλλ᾽ ἡ tolxotoa” ἐν ἐμοὶ 

18 ἁμαρτὶα. Οἶδα γὰρ ὅτι οὐκ οἰκεῖ ἐν ἐμοί͵ t τουτέστιν" ἐν τῇ σαρκί μου, 





TExTuAL: Vs. 6: Εἰ, ἀποϑανόντος. | W. marg. om. ἡμᾶς, Codd. N.A,C,D,17,37; [L.Tr.]; 
txt. B. Vs. 8: A.Tr.T.W. κατηργάσατο, Codd. B¥,D; txt. Codd. §,A,B2,0. Vs. 13: A. 
L.Tr.T.W. ἐγένετο, Codd. §,A,B,C,D; txt. Codd. 17,37. | AL. ἀλλ. Vs. 14: L.marg. 
W.marg. δὲ, Codd. A,D; txt. Codd. N,B,C. | A.L.Tr.T.W. σάρκινός, Codd. 8*,A,B,C,D,17; 
txt. N37. Vs. 15: W. marg. om. τοῦτο. Vs. 16: ὙΤ΄ σύνφημι. Vs. 11: L.Tr.T.W οὐ- 
κέτι. | A.L.Tr.T.W. ἀλλὰ. | T.W. marg. ἐνοικοῦσα, Codd. 8,B; txt. Codd. A,0,D. Vs. 18 
T.W. τοῦτ᾽ ἔστιν. 





GRAMMATICAL: 12) W. 848... 18) Ὑ7. 801. 14) Β. 118. 15) W. 381. 16) W. 118. 
11) Β. 266. 18) W. 2105, 19) Β. 60. 20) W. 133... 21) W. 268;:Β. 198. 22) W. 329; 
Β. 266. 23) Β. 8225, 24) B. 849, 25) Β, 1240. 26) W. 806. 2%) W. 411. 
28) W. 448. 29) W.316. 30) Β. 33. 31) W. 81; Β. ὅ9. 32) W. 616*. 33) Β 9]. 
34) W. 160; B. 109. 35) W. 189. 36) B. 366. 37) W.520. 38) W. 211.ν. 39) W. 41. 
40) B. 304. 41) W.123. 42) W. 98. 43) W.407.%, 44) B. 348. 45) W 1604 
B. 306, 46) W. 618.10. 47) W. 162.0. 48) W. 530. 


Κεφ. 7, 8. ΠΡῸΣ POMAIOYS. 25 


ἀγαθόν' τὸ yap θέλειν παράκειταί μοι, τὸ δὲ κατεργάζεσθαι TO καλὸν 
tody” εὑρίσκω. od” γὰρ ὃ θέλω, ποιῶ ἀγαθόν": 1 ἀλλ᾽" ὃ οὐ θέλω κα- 19. 
κόν, τοῦτοδϑ πράσσω. εἰ δὲ ὃ οὐ θέλω 1 ἐγώ", τοῦτο ποιῶ, 1 οὐκ ἔτι" 20 
ἐγὼ κατεργάζομαι αὐτό, 1 ἀλλ᾽" ἡ οἰκοῦσα ἐν ἐμοὶ ἁμαρτία. Etpionxw 21 
ἄρα τὸν vouov® τῷ θέλοντι ἐμοὶ ποιεῖν τὸ καλόν, ὅτι ἐμοὶ τὸ κακὸν παρά- 
κειται. συνήδομαι γὰρ τῷ νόμῳ τοῦ Θεοῦ κατὰδ' τὸν gow ἄνθρω- 22. 
πον: βλέπω δὲ ἕτερον νόμον ἐν τοῖς μέλεσί μουῦδ ἀντιστρατευόμενον 38. 
τῷ νόμῳ τοῦ νοός μου, καὶ αἰχμαλωτίζοντά μεΐτῷ νόμῳ τῆς ἁμαρτίας 

τῷ ὄντι ἐν τοῖς μέλεσί μον. ταλαίπωρος ἐγὼ ἄνθρωπος" τίς pe ῥύσε- 34 
rat! én τοῦ σώματος τοῦ θανάτουϑδϑ τούτου ; 1 εὐχαριστῶ") τῷ Θεῷ 25 
dtd Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ τοῦ Κυρίου ἡμῶν. dpa™ οὖν αὐτὸς ἐγὼ τῷ 1 μὲν" 
vot® δουλεύω νόμῳ Θεοῦ" τῇ δὲ σαρκί, νόμῳ ἁμαρτίας. 

Οὐδὲν ἀραὶ νῦν κατάκριμα τοῖς ἐνῇ Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ, Ἰμὴ κατὰ σάρκα 8, 
περιπατοῦσιν" 5, Ἰ ἀλλὰ κατὰ πνεῦμα", 6 γὰρ νόμος τοῦ πνεύματος τῆς 2 
ζωῆς ἐνὶ Χριστῷ ᾿Ιησοῦ ἠλευθέρωσέ tue” ἀπὸ τοῦ νόμου τῆς ἁμαρτίας 
καὶ τοῦδ θανάτου. Td γὰρ ἀδύνατον, τοῦ νόμου, év® © ἠσθένει διὰ 8, 
τῆς σαρκός, ὁ Θεὸς τὸν ἑαυτοῦ υἱὸν πέμψας ἐν ὁμοιώματι σαρκὸς duap- 
τίας καὶ περὶ ἁμαρτίας κατέκρινε τὴν ἁμαρτίανϑ ἐν τῇ σαρκί,! ἵνα τὸ 4 
δικαίωμα τοῦ νόμον πληρωθῇ ἐν ἡμῖν, τοῖς9 μὴ! κατὰ σάρκα περιπα- 
τοῦσιν3, ἀλλὰβ κατὰ πνεῦμα. Οἱ yap κατὰ σάρκα ὄντες, τὰ τῆς δ. 
σαρκὸς φρονοῦσιν" οἱ δὲ κατὰ πνεῦμα, τὰ τοῦ πνεύματος. τὸ γὰρ ὦ 
φρόνημα τῆς σαρκός, θάνατος" τὸ δὲ φρόνημα τοῦ πνεύματος, ζωὴ καὶ 
εἰρήνη. Διότι τὸ φρόνημα τῆς σαρκός, ἔχθρα εἰς Θεόν: τῷ γὰρ νόμῳ 1 
τοῦ Θεοῦ οὐχ ὑποτάσσεται, οὐδὲ γὰρ δύναται8" of dé ἐν σαρκὶ ὄντες, 8. 
θεῷ ἀρέσαι οὐ δύνανται. Ὑμεῖς δὲ οὐκ ἐστὲ ἐν σαρκί, Ἐ ἀλλ᾽" ἐν πνεύ- 9. 
ματι, εἴπερ πνεῦμα Θεοῦ οἰκεῖ εν ὑμῖν. εἰ δέ τις πνεῦμα Χριστοῦ 





TexTuaL: Vs. 18: A.L.Tr.T.W. οὔ, Codd. §,A,B,C; txt. Ὁ.11,31. Vs. 19: A.Tr.T.W. 
ἀλλά. Vs. 20: L.Tr.W. om. ἐγὼ, Codd. B,C,D; [A.Tr. marg.]; txt. 8,A,17,37. | L.Tr.T. 
W. οὐκέτι. | A.TrT.W. ἀλλὰ Vs. 23: Tr.T.W. add ἐν, Codd. 8,B,D,17,37; [A. ἐν]; 
txt. W. marg., Codd. A,C. Vs. 25: A.L.Tr.T.W. χάρις. | T. om. μὲν. Chap. 8, vs. 1: 
ALL.Tr.T.W. om. μὴ κατὰ σάρκα περιπατοῦσιν, Codd. N*,B,0,D*; txt. N°,A,D?,17,37. | 
A.LTr.T.W. om. ἀλλὰ κατὰ πνεῦμα, Codd. N*,A,B,C,D*; txt. Ne,D°,17,37. Vs. 2: L. 
marg. T.Tr. marg. σε. Codd. N,B: txt. Codd. A,O,D,17,37. Vs. 9: A.Tr. TW. ἀλλὰ. 





GrammaticaL: 49, W. 320.0; B. 262. 50) B. 349. 51) W. 528.4. 52) W. 160; 
B. 306. 53) W. 557*; B. 388%. 54) W. 401. 55) B. 378. 56) Β. 110. 61) W. 286*. 
58) W. 197... 59) W.189*; B. 162. 60) W. 601. 61) W. 378. 62) Β. 811. 63) W. 62.2... 
1) W. 445, 3) W. 390. 3) W.135. 4) W. 137». 5) W. 197. 6) W. 126; B. 100.s. 
1) W. 231%; W. 236%; W. 534.10; W. 574; B. 1648; B. 381. 8) W. 387; B. 331. 
9) B. 165. 10) W.134e; Β. 294.0, 11) W. 477.0; W. 482.5, 12) W. 57. 18) B. 891... 
14) W. 420. 15) Ὑ7. 441... 16) W. 453, 17) W. 397. 18) W. 694, 19) W. 4520: 
B. 363, 20) W. 122. 


26 ἘΠΙΣΤΌΛΗ Κεφ. ὃ 


10 οὐκ! ἔχει, οὗτος οὐκ ἔστιν abtov™. εἰ δὲ Χριστὸς ἐν ὑμῖν, τὸ μὲν 
11 σῶμα νεκρὸν 1 δὶ" ἁμαρτίαν, τὸ δὲ πνεῦμα ζωὴ διὰ δικαιοσύνην᾽β. εἰ δὲ 
τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ ἐγείραντος "Ιησοῦν ἐκ νεκρῶν olnel™ ἐν ὑμῖν, ὁ ἐγείρας 
trov” Χριστὸν ἐκ νεκρῶν ζωοποιήσει ἱκαὶ" τὰ θνητὰ σώματα ὑμῶν, διὰ 
$16 ἐνοικοῦν αὐτοῦ πνεῦμα" ἐν ὑμῖν. 
12 "APA® οὗν, ἀδελφοί, ὀφειλέτα!: ἐσμὲν ob τῇ σαρκί τοῦ κατὰ σάρκα 
18. ὄῇνϑ: εἰ γὰρ κατὰ σάρκα ζῆτε, μέλλετε ἀποθνήσκειν' el δὲ πνεύματι τὰς 
14 πράξεις τοῦ σώματος θανατοῦτε, ζήσεσθε. Ὅσοι γὰρ πνεύματι Θεοῦ 
15 ἄγονται, οὗτοί ἴ εἰσιν υἱοὶ Θεοῦ" 89. οὐ γὰρ ἐλάβετεδ! πνεῦμα 1 δουλείας" 
πάλιν elc® φόβον, 1 ἀλλ" ἐλάβετε πνευμαϑδ υἱοθεσίας, év* ᾧ κράξομεν, 
16 “᾿Αββᾶ; ὁ πατήρϑ, Αὐτὸ τὸ πνεῦμα t συμμαρτυρεῖ" τῷ πνεύματι ἡμῶν, 
17 ὅτι ἐσμὲν τέκνα Θεοῦ, εἰ δὲ τέκνα, καὶ κληρονόμοι" κληρονόμοι μὲν 
Θεοῦ, t συγκληρονόμοι" δὲ Χριστοῦ: εἴπερ t συμπάσχομεν"“, ἵναβ! καὶ 
18 συνδοξασθῶμεν. Λογίζομαι γὰρ ὅτιβ8 οὐκ ἄξιαϑϑ τὰ παθήματα τοῦ νῦν 
19 καιροῦ πρὸς τὴν μέλλουσαν! δόξαν ἀποκαλυφθῆναι εἰς ἡμᾶς. Ἢ 
γὰρ ἀποκαραδοκία τῆς κτίσεως τὴν ἀποκάλυψιν τῶν υἱῶν τοῦ Θεοῦ 
20 ἀπεκδέχεται. τῇ γὰρ ματαιότητι ἡ κτίσις᾽ ὑπετάγη, oby® ἑκοῦσα, 
21 ἀλλὰ διὰ" τὸν ὑποτάξαντα, 1 én” ἐλπίδι, 1 1 ὅτι" καὶ αὐτὴ ἡ κτίσις 
ἐλευθερωθήσεται ἀπὸ τῆς 1 δουλείας" τῆς φθορᾶς" εἰς τὴν ἐλευθερίαν 
22 τῆς δόξης τῶν τέκνων τοῦ Θεοῦ. οἴδαμεν γὰρ ὅτι πᾶσα ἡ κτίσις 8 συσ- 
28 τενάζει καὶ συνωδίνει ἄχρι τοῦ νῦν" οὐ μόνον δέϑ, ἀλλὰ καὶ abroi™ τὴν 
ἀπαρχὴν τοῦ πνεύματος ἔχοντες 3, καὶ Ἰἡμεῖς" αὐτοὶ ἐν ἑαυτοῖς! στενά- 
ζομεν, υἱοθεσίαν ἀπεκδεχόμενοι, τὴν ἀπολύτρωσινδϑδ τοῦ σώματος] ἡμῶν. 
94. 'τῇ γὰρ ἐλπίδιδϑ ἐσώθημεν. ἐλπὶς δὲ βλεπομένηδϑ, οὐκ ἔστιν ἐλπίς" ὃ 
25 yap βλέπει τις, τί t Kai” ἐλπίζειδι, εἰ δὲ 68 οὐ βλέπομεν, ἐλπίζομεν 9, 





TexTuaL: 8.10: A.L.Tr.T.W. διὰ. 8. 11: Tr.T.W. add τὸν, Codd. N*,A,B; [A.]; 
txt. W. marg. Codd. N°,C,D,17,37. | A.L.Tr.T.W. om. τον, Codd. §,A,B,C,D; txt. 17,37. | 
L, adds [Ἰησοῦν]; T. places Χριστὸν Ἰησοῦν before ζωοποιήσει. | [Tr. marg.] | E.T.W.marg. 
τοῦ ἐνοικοῦντος αὐτοῦ πνεύματος. Vs. 14: A.L.Tr.T. υἱοί εἰσιν Θεοῦ; 1,. marg. Tr. marg. 
W. υἱοὶ Θεοῦ εἰσίν. 8. 16 : T. δουλίας. | A.L.Tr.T.W. ἀλλὰ. 8.16: T.W. συν. 8.11: 
ΤΥ. συν. | A.T.W. συν. Vs, 20: Τ΄ ἐφ, Ves. 21: T. διότι, | T. δουλίας. Vs. 23: L.Tr. 
[jpeic]; W.marg. om. ἡμεῖς. Vs. 24: L.Tr.W. marg. om. καὶ; [A.] 





GRAMMATICAL: 21) W. 477.03 B.346, 22) W.195.b; Β. 168. 23) W.120. 24) W. 292. 
25) W. 399. 26) W. 445, 27) W. 209; W. 556" 28) W. 326; B. 268, 29) W. 122, 
30) W. 122. 81) W. 521... 32) W. 397, 33) B, 8398... 34) W.387. 35) Β. 140. 
36) W. 122. 37) W. 459. 38) W.321. 39) W. 550. 40) W.405%.a; B.340. 41) Β. 388, 
42) W.334. 43) W.485. 44) W.399%, 45) Β. 109. 46) W.197; W.621. 47) W. 681. 
48) W.124, 49) Β. 398... 50) W.150.. 51) W.531. 52) W.528;B.80, 53) W. 160... 
54) W. 150..; B.113. 55) W.11%. 56) B. 400. 57) W. 187%. 58) W. 216.4. 69) W 340.0 
40) W. 437. 61) W. 284%. 62) W. 543, 63) W. 292. 
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Keg. 8. ΠΡΟΣ ΡΩΜΑΙ͂ΟΥΣ. 27 


Jv ὑπομονῆς ἀπεκδεχόμεθα, ᾿Ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ τὸ πνεῦμα συναντιλαμ- 26 
βάνεται t ταῖς ἀσθενείαις" ἡμῶν" τὸ γὰρ τί t προσευξώμεθα" δ᾽ καθὸ δεῖ, 
οὐκ οἴδαμεν, 1 ἀλλ᾽ αὐτὸ τὸ πνεῦμα ὑπερεντυγχάνειδ ἱ ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν" 
στεναγμοῖς ἀλαλήτοις" ὁ δὲ 1 ἐρευνῶν" 99 τὰς καρδίας olde τί τὸ φρόνη- 97 
ua τοῦ πνεύματος, ὅτι KaTa™ Θεὸν! ἐντυγχάνει ὑπὲρ ἁγίων. Οἴδαμεν 28 
08 ὅτι τοῖς ἀγαπῶσι τὸν Θεὸν πάνταϊ3 συνεργεῖ * εἰς ἀγαθόν, τοῖς κατὰ 
πρόθεσιν κλητοῖς οὖσιν. ὅτι οὗς 3 προέγνωϊδ, καὶ προώρισε συμμόρ- 29 
pouc® τῆς εἰκόνος τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ, εἰς τὸ elvat™® αὐτὸν πρωτότοκον 
ἐν πολλοῖς ἀδελφοῖς" ' ode δὲ προώρισε, τούτους καὶ ἐκάλεσε: καὶ ode 80 
2. LAE tA > ἣν “ nN ~ 9 , , ἧς, τὰ ἄχ. 
ἐκάλεσε, τούτους καὶ ἐδικαίωσεν" οὺς δὲ ἐδικαίωσε, τούτους καὶ ἐδό- 
£ace™. Τί οὖν ἐροῦμεν πρὸς ταῦτα; εἰ ὁ Θεὸς ὑπὲρϑ ἡμῶν, τίς καθ’ 81 
ἡμῶν ; ὅς ye®! τοῦ Idiov® υἱοῦ οὐκ ἐφείσατο, 1 ἀλλ᾽" ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν πάντων 80 
παρέδωκεν αὐτόν, πῶς οὐχὶ καὶ σὺν αὐτῷ τὰ πάντα ἡμῖν yapicera®; 88 
τίς ἐγκαλέσει κατὰϑ' ἐκλεκτῶνϑ Θεοῦ; Θεὸς 6% δικαιῶνϑδι' 1 τίς ὃ 84. 
Τ κατακρίνων" ; Χριστὸς * ὁ ἀποθανών, μᾶλλον δὲ t Kai” ἐγερθείς, * ὃς 
“ὔ΄ > ~ ~ ~ * oe ae ΄ ~ 

trai” ἔστιν ἐν δεξιᾷ τοῦ Θεοῦ, ὃς καὶ ἐντυγχάνει ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν. τίς ἡμᾶς 35 
χωρίσει 8 ἀπὸ τῆς ἀγάπης τοῦ Χριστοῦϑ. 1 θλίψις", 7° στενοχωρία, 
ἢ διωγμός, ἢ λιμός, ἢ γυμνότης, ἢ κίνδυνος, ἢ μάχαιρα ; ' καθὼς γέγραπ- 86 
rat, "Ore t ἕνεκά" σον θανατούμεθα ὅλην τὴν ἡμέραν" ἐλογίσθημεν ὡς 
πρόβατα σφαγῆς.᾽ Pea. 48. 44.538. ᾿Αλλ’ ἐν τούτοις πᾶσιν ὑπερνικῶμεν 87 
διὰ τοῦ ἀγαπήσαντος ἡμᾶς. πέπεισμαι γὰρ ὅτι οὔτεϑϑ θάνατος οὔτε 38 
“ζωή, οὔτε ἄγγελοι οὔτε ἀρχαί, 1 οὔτε δυνάμεις", οὔτε ἐ a) ὔ 

ή, οὔτε ayy: τε ἀρχαΐ, 1 οὔτε δυνάμεις", οὔτε ἐνεστῶτα οὔτε 
μέλλοντα, ' οὔτε ὕψωμα οὔτε βάθος, οὔτε τις κτίσις ἑτέρα δυνήσεται 39 
ἡμᾶς χωρίσαι ἀπὸ τῆς ἀγάπης τοῦ Θεοῦ, τῆς" ἐν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ tro 
Κυρίῳ" ἡμῶν. 





TexTUAL: Vs. 26: A.L.Tr.T.W. τῇ ἀσϑενείᾳ, Codd. 8,A,B,0,D,37 ; txt. 17. | W. marg. 
προσευξόμεϑα, Codd. D,17,37; txt. 8,A,B,C. | T.Tr.W. ἀλλὰ. | AL.Tr.T.W. om. ὑπὲρ 
ἡμῶν, Codd. N*,A,B,D; txt. Ne,C,17,37. Vs. 27: T.Tr. ἐραυνῶν, Cod. N; txt. A,B,C,D. 
Vs. 28: L.W. add 6 Sede, Codd. A,B; txt. W.marg. Codd. N,0,D,17,37. Vs. 32: ALL, 
Tr.T.W. ἀλλὰ. Vs. 34: L. κατακρινῶν. | T.W. marg. add Ἰησοῦς, Codd. 8,A,C,17; txt. 
B,D,37. | L.Tr.T.W. om. καὶ, Codd. §,A,B,0,17; txt. D,37; [A.] | W. adds ἐκ νεκρῶν, 
Codd. N*,A,C,17; txt. W.marg. N°,B,D,37. | T.W.marg. om. καὶ, Codd. N*,A,C; txt. 
NBD; [1.1] Vs. 35: A.L.Tr.W. ϑλίψις. Va. 36: A.L-Tr.T.W. ἕνεκεν. Va. 38: AL, 
Tr.T.W. place οὔτε δυνάμεις after μέλλοντα. Vs. 39: L. marg. τοῦ κυρίου. 





GRAMMATICAL: 64) W. 379; W. 423%». 65) W. 109; B. 97. 66) W. 299; B. 255 
67) W.112. 68) W. 433. 69) B. 58 10) W. 400%. 11) W. 122. 12) B. 193%, 
73) W. 634.10. 14) W. 158... 75) Β. 202. 76) W. 228, 77) W.195. 18) B. 265.4 
19) W. 277*; W. 278. 80) W. 882. 81) W. 560. 82) W. 154; Β. 118. 83) W. 90; 
B.37. 84) W. 180; W. 382; B.177. 85) W. 284... 86) Β. 98. 87) W. 513. 88) B. 37, 
89) W. 197. 90) W. 185. 91) W. 440., 92) W. 562. 93) W. 488; Β. 367. 
94) W. 133.ν. 


28 ELUIZTOAH Κεφ. 9 


μοι τῆς συνειδήσεώςδ pov év8 πνεύματι ‘Ayia, ' ὅτι λύπη μοι ἐστὶ μεγά- 
An, καὶ ἀδιάλειπτος ὀδύνη τῇ καρδίᾳ μου" ηὐχόμην γὰρ t αὐτὸς ἐγὼ 
ἀνάθεμαϑ εἷναι" ἀπὸ τοῦ Χριστοῦ ὑπὲρ!" τῶν ἀδελφῶν μου, τῶν συγ- 
4 γενῶν μου κατὰ σάρκα" οἵτινές εἰσιν 1 Ἰσραηλῖται", ὧν ἡ υἱοθεσία καὶ} 
ἡ δόξα, καὶ tal διαθῆκαι" καὶ ἡ νομοθεσία, καὶ ἡ λατρεία καὶ αἱ 
5 ἐπαγγελίαι, ' ὧν οἱ πατέρες, καὶ ἐξ ὧν ὁ Χριστὸς τὸ" κατὰ σάρκαξ,ὁ 
6 ὧν ἐπὶ πάντων Θεὸς εὐλογητὸς" εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. ἀμήν. ' Ody οἵον! δ 
δὲ ὅτι ἐκπέπτωκεν ὁ λόγος τοῦ Θεοῦ. οὐδ γὰρ πάντες οἱ ἐξ Ἰσραήλ, 
7 οὗτοι" Ἰσραήλ. οὐδ᾽ ὅτι εἰσὶ σπέρμα ᾿Αβραάμ, πάντες τέκνα, ἀλλ᾽ 18 
8 “ἐν Ἰσαὰκ κληθήσεταί σοι σπέρμα.᾽ Gen. 21.12. 1 Τουτέστιν", οὐ τὰ 
τέκνα τῆς σαρκός, ταῦτα τέκνα τοῦ Θεοῦ: ἀλλὰ τὰ Téxva™ τῆς ἐπαγ- 
9 γελίας λογίζεται εἰς σπέρμα, ἐπαγγελίας γὰρ ὁ λόγος οὗτος, ‘Kara 
10 τὸν καιρὸν τοῦτον ἐλεύσομαι, καὶ ἔσται τῇ Σάρρᾳ υἱός.᾽ Gen. 18.20. Οὐ 
μόνον δέ, ἀλλὰ καὶ Ῥεβέκκα ἐξ ἑνὸς κοίτην ἔχουσα, ᾿Ισαὰκ τοῦ πατρὸς 
11 ἡμῶν" μήπω yap® yervnbévtwr™, μηδὲ πραξάντων τι ἀγαθὸν 7” + κα- 
κόν"͵ tva® ἡ κατ᾽ ἐκλογὴν {τοῦ Θεοῦ πρόθεσις" μένῃ, οὐκ ἐξ ἔργων, 
12 ἀλλ᾽ ἐκ τοῦ καλοῦντος, 1 ἐρρήθη" αὐτῇ, “Ὅτι ὁ μείζων δουλεύσει τῷ 
18 ἐλασσονι")39 Gen. 25.28. καθὼς γέγραπται, “ Τὸνϑ9 Ἰακὼβ ἠγάπησα, τὸν 
δὲ t'Hoad” ἐμίσησα." μαι. 1. 5, 8. 
15 Τί οὖν ἐροῦμεν ; μὴ ἀδικία rapa" τῷ Θεῷ : wn γένοιτο. τῷ 1 γὰρ 
Μωσῇ" 8 λέγει, “᾿Ελεήσω δνβϑ! ἂν ἐλεῶ, καὶ οἰκτειρήσωϑ ὃν ἂν οἰκτείρω." 
16 Ἐχοᾶ. 88.19θ. "Αραϑβὸ οὖν οὐδ τοῦ θέλοντοςϑδ, οὐδὲ τοῦ τρέχοντος, ἀλλὰ 
17 τοῦ ἰἐλεοῦντος 8 Θεοῦ. λέγει γὰρ ἡ γραφὴ τῷ Φαραώ, “ Ὅτι εἰς 
αὐτὸ τοῦτο ἐξήγειρά σε, ὅπως ἐνδείξωμαι ἐν σοὶ τὴν δύναμίν μου, καὶ 
18 ὅπως διαγγελῇ' τὸ ὄνομά μον ἐν πάσῃ τῇ γῇ." Exea.9.16. "Apa οὖν ὃν 


9 °AAHOEIAN! λέγω év? Χριστῷϑ, οὐ! φεύδομαι, ἐσυμμαρτυρούσης" 
2 
3 





TexTuaL: Chap. 9, vs. 1: T.W. συν. Vs. 3: A.LTr.T.W. ἀνάϑεμα εἶναι αὐτὸς ἐγὼ. 
Vs. 4: T.W. Ἰσραηλεῖται. | L.Tr. marg. W. marg. ἡ διαϑήκη ; txt. marg. Vs. 8: A.Tr. 
ΤΙ. τοῦτ᾽ ἔστιν. Vs. 11: A.L.Tr.T.W. φαῦλον, Codd. §,4,B,37; txt. Codd. D,17. | A. 
L.Tr.T.W. πρόθεσις τοῦ Θεοῦ. Vs. 12: A.L.Tr.T.W. ἐρρέθη. Vs. 13: E.L.T.W. Ἠσαῦ. 
Vs.15: A.L. Μωσῇ γὰρ; L. marg. Μωσεῖ yap; Tr.T.W. Μωυσεῖ yap. Vs. 16: A.L,Tr.T. 
W. ἐλεῶντος. Vs. 18: A.marg. W. ἐλεᾷ. { Vs. 5: L.T. [.]. 








GRAMMATICAL: 1) W. 587.0; B. 403... 2) W. 3905, 3) W. 248. 4) W. 5404 
5) W.562. 6) W. 390. 1) W. 11.υ; W. 283; Β. 34; B. 2115, 8) W.32. 9) W. 370; 
Β. 322%, 10) W. 382. 11) W. 520. 12) W.1%77*, 13) W. 230. 14) W. 586%. 
15) W. 597*; B. 372% 16) W. 111... 11) W. 160; Β. 306; Β, 399. 18) B. 1]. 
19) W. 160; B.306. 20) W.1104; Β. 120; Β. 125. 21) W.514, 22) W.298; B. 151. 
23) W. 562. 24) W. 589*; Β. 133; B, 314. 25) W. 441, 26) W. 459. 27) W. 198; 
W. 425; B.162, 28) B.57; Β. 393. 29) W. 245, 80) W.113. 31) W. 395. 
32) W. 500.0; Β. 248. 33) W. 66; Β. 19. 34) W. 221. 35) W. 88; B. 64. 36) W. 445, 
37) W.598*, 38) B. 163. 39) W. 85; B. 57. 40) W. 143. 41) W. 82. 42) W. 588. 


Κεφ. 9. ΠΡΟΣ PQMAIOYS, 29 


θέλει 3 1 ἐλεεῖ" by δὲ θέλοει, σκληρύνει. ᾿Ἐρεῖς t οὖν μοι", "Τί * ἔτε 19 
μέμφεται ; τῷ t yap” βουλήματι αὐτοῦ τίς ἀνθέστηκε ᾽ 1 Μενοῦνγε"δ, 20 
6" ἄνθρωπε" 5, od τίς el ὁ ἀνταποκρινόμενος᾽ τῷ Θεῷ; μὴ ἐρεῖδ' τὸ 
πλάσμα τῷ πλάσαντι, “Τί με ἐποίησας obtwc®;’ Ἢ οὐκ ἔχει ἐξου- 21 
σίαν ὁ κεραμεὺς τοῦ πηλοῦβϑδ, ἐκ Tov™ αὐτοῦ φυράματος ποιῆσαιϑ ὃ μὲν 
eic® τιμὴν σκεῦος, ὃ δὲ εἰς] ἀτιμίαν ; εἰ δὲ θέλων ὁ Θεὸς ἐνδείξασθαι 22 
τὴν ὀργήν, καὶ γνωρίσαι τὸ δυνατὸνδϑ αὐτοῦ, ἤνεγκεν ἐν πολλῇ μα- 
κροθυμίᾳ σκεύη ὀργῆς κατηρτισμένα εἰς ἀπώλειαν" t καὶ" ἵνα γνωρίσῃ τὸν 98 
πλοῦτον τῆς δόξης αὐτοῦ ἐπὶδ' σκεύη ἐλέους, ἃ προητοίμασεν εἰς δόξαν ; 
οὗς Kat ἐκάλεσεν ἡμᾶς οὐ μόνον ἐξ Ἰουδαίων, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐξ ἐθνῶν: ὡς 94 
καὶ ἐνῶ τῷ 1 Ὡσηὲ λέγει, “ Καλέσω τὸν οὐδέ λαόν μου, λαόν pov καὶ 25 
τὴν οὐκ ἠγαπημένην, ἠγαπημένην.᾽ Hos.2.25. ‘Kai ἔσταιδθ, ἐν τῷ τόπῳ 26 
οὗ 1 ἐρρήθη" 1 αὐτοῖς", Οὐ λαός μου ὑμεῖς, ἐκεῖ κληθήσονται υἱοὶ Θεοῦ 
Ζῶντος.᾽ Hos.1.10. 1 Ἡσαΐας" δὲ κράζει ὑπὲρϑθ τοῦ ᾿Ισραήλ, “ Ἐὰν 9 ὃ 27 
ἀριθμὸς τῶν υἱῶν Ἰσραὴλ ὡς ἡ ἄμμος τῆς θαλάσσης, τὸ 1 κατάλειμμα" 
σωθήσεται" ' λόγον γὰρ συντελῶν καὶ συντέμνων tev δικαιοσύνῃ ὅτι 28 
λόγον συντετμημένον' ποιήσει Κύριος ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς." tsa.10.22. Καὶ 29 
καθὼς προείρηκεν [᾿Ἡσαΐας"“, ‘Ei μὴ Κύριος Σαβαὼθ 1 ἐγκατέλιπεν" 
ἡμῖν σπέρμα, ὡς Σόδομα ἂν ἐγενήθημεν", καὶ ὡς Τόμορρα ἂν t ὡμοιώ- 
Onuev™? τι, 1.9. Τί οὖν ἐροῦμεν ; ὅτι ἔθνη τὰ μὴ διώκοντα δικαιο- 30 
σύνην, κατέλαβε δικαιοσύνην, δικαιοσύνην! δὲϊδιτὴν ex πίστεως" 
Ἰσραὴλ δὲ διώκων νόμον δικαιοσύνης, εἰς νόμον 1 δικαιοσύνης" οὐκ ἔφ- 31 
θασεῖδ. ' διατί; ὅτι οὐκ ἐκ πίστεως, ἀλλ᾽ ὡς ἐξ ἔργων ἱ νόμου"- προσ- 32 
ἔκοψαν tyap” τῷ λίθῳ τοῦ προσκόμματος, ' καθὼς γέγραπται, “Ἰδοὺ 88 





TextuaL: Vs.19: A.L.Tr.T.W. μοι οὖν. | L.W. add οὖν ; [A.Tr. marg.]; W. marg. om. 
οὖν. Vs. 20: A.L.Tr.T.W. ὦ ἄνθρωπε, μενοῦνγε; W.marg. om. μενοῦνγε. Vs. 23: W. marg. 
om. καὶ ; [Tr. marg.] Vs. 25: A.Tr.T.W.‘Qone. Vs. 26: A.L.Tr.T.W. ἐρρέθη. | Tr. om, 
αὐτοῖς, Cod. B; txt. Codd. §,A,D; [L.Tr. marg.] Vs. 27: L. ’Hoalag. | A.L.Tr.T.W. 
ὑπόλειμμα, Codd. N*,A,B; txt. Codd. N¥,D. Vs. 28: L.Tr.T.W. om. ἐν δικαιοσύνῃ" ὅτι 
λόγον συντετμημένον, Codd. N*,A,B; txt. Codd. Ne,D,17,37; [A.Tr. marg.] Vs. 29: 
1,.. Ἠσαΐας. | T. ἐν. | L. marg. W. ὁμοιώθημεν. Vs. 31: A.L.Tr.T.W. om. δικαιοσύνης, 
Codd. N*,A,B,D,17; txt. Codd. Ne37. Vs. 32: L.Tr.T.W. om. νόμου, Codd. N*,A,B; 
txt. Codd. 8°,D,17,37; [A.] | A.L.Tr.T.W. om. yap, Codd. N*,A,B,D*; txt. Codd. Ne,D*, 
17,37. 





GramMaticaL: 43) W. 85. 44) W. 280; B. 218. 45) W. 274%. 46) W. 559; 
B. 371. 47) W. 183.3. 48) W. 549. 49) B. 388. 50) B. 294». 51) W. 511.e 
52) W. 465. 53) W. 191; B. 387. 54) W. 112. 55) B. 260*. 56) W. 397. 57) W. 105 
58) W. 108». 59) W. 235. 60) W.570. 61) W. 409. 62) W. 528. 63) W. 385. 
64) W. 476. 65) B. 350; Β. 353. 66) B. 278. 67) B. 57. 68) W. 615.3. 69) W. 383; 
B. 335. 10) W. 602; B.177. 11) W. 804... 72) B. 34. 18) Ὑ7. 139. 14) Β. 93. 
15) W. 443. 76) W.90. 11) W. 617*. 


80 ἘΠΙΣΤΟΛΗ Κεφ. 9, 10 


τίθημι Ev Σιὼν λίθον προσκόμματος, καὶ πέτραν σκανδάλου" καὶ 
trac” ὃ πιστεύων ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ οὐ καταισχυνθήσεται.᾽ Isa. 8.14; 28. 16. 
10 ᾿ΑΔΕΛΦΟΙ!, ἡ pév? εὐδοκία τῆς ἐμῆς καρδίας, καὶ ἠδ δέησις 1 ἡ" 
2 πρὸς τὸν Θεὸν ὑπὲρ" 1 τοῦ ᾿Ισραήλ' 1 ἐστιν΄ εἰς σωτηρίαν. μαρτυρῶ. 
3 γὰρ αὐτοῖς ὅτι ζῆλον Θεοῦδ ἔχουσιν, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ κατ᾽ ἐπίγνωσιν. ἀγνο- 
οὔντες yap? THY τοῦ Θεοῦ δικαιοσύνην, καὶ τὴν ἰδίανϑ ᾿δικαιοσύνην" 
4 ζητοῦντες στῆσαι, τῇ δικαιοσύνῃ τοῦ Θεοῦ οὐχ ὑπετάγησαν. τέλος! 
5 γὰρ νόμου" Χριστὸς εἰς δικαιοσύνην παντὶ τῷ πιστεύοντι. +t Μωσῆς" 
γὰρ γράφει τὴν δικαιοσύνην τὴν 8 ἐκ trod” νόμον, [΄ Ὅτι" ὁ ποιήσας 
6 Ταὐτὰ" ἄνθρωπος, ζήσεται ἐν 1 αὐτοῖς", 1ev.1s.5. Ἢ δὲ ἐκ πίστεως 
δικαιοσύνη οὕτω λέγει, ‘Mi εἴπῃς ἐν t τῇ" καρδίᾳ σου, Τίς ἀναβήσεται 
7 εἰς τὸν οὐρανόν ;’ τοῦτ᾽ ἔστι Χριστὸν καταγαγεῖν" “ ἢ, Τίς καταβή- 
σεται εἰς τὴν ἄβυσσον ;᾽ τοῦτ᾽ ἔστι Χριστὸν ἐκ νεκρῶν ἀναγαγεῖν. 
8 ἀλλὰ τί λέγει; “᾿Ἐγγύς"}δ σου τὸ ῥῆμά ἐστιν, ἐν τῷ στόματί σου καὶ ἐν 
τῇ καρδίᾳ cov.’ Deut. 80.11-14. τοῦτ’ ἔστι τὸ ῥῆμα τῆς πίστεως ὃ κηρύσ- 
9 σομεν" ὅτι ἐὰν ὁμολογήσῃς ἐν τῷ στόματί σου 1 Κύριον Ἰησοῦν", καὶ 
πιστεύσῃς ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ σον ὅτι 6 Θεὸς αὐτὸν ἤγειρεν ἐκ νεκρῶν, σω- 
10 θήσῃ καρδίᾳ γὰρ πιστεύεται εἰς δικαιοσύνην, στόματί!8 δὲ ὁμολογεῖ- 
11 Tau! εἰς σωτηρίαν. Λέγει γὰρ ἡ γραφή, “ Πᾶς ὁ πιστεύων! én’ αὐτῷ 
12 οὐ καταισχυνθήσεται.᾽ τει.88.16. Οὐ γάρ ἐστι διαστολὴ Ἰουδαίου τε. 
καὶ “Ἑλληνος" ὁ γὰρ αὐτὸς Κύριος πάντων, πλουτῶν εἰς 3 πάντας τοὺς 
18 ἐπικαλουμένους αὐτόν. “Πᾶς γὰρ ὃς dv® ἐπικαλέσηται τὸ ὄνομα Κυ- 
14 ρίου, σωθήσεται.) Sociz.se. Πῶς οὖν 1 ἐἐπικαλέσονται" εἰς bv obk? 
ἐπίστευσανϑϑ ; πῶς δὲ { πιστεύσουσι:ν" ob” οὐκ ἤκουσαν ; πῶς δὲ 1 ἀκού-- 





TEXTUAL: Vs. 33: A.L.Tr.T.W. om. πᾶς, Codd. §,A,B,D; txt. Codd. 17,37. Chap. 
10, vs. 1: A.L.Tr.T.W. om. 7. | A.L.Tr.T.W. αὐτῶν, Codd. §,A,B,D,17; txt. Cod. 37. | 
A.L.Tr.T.W. om. ἐστιν, Codd. N*,A,B,D; txt. Codd. N¢,17,37. Vs. 3: L.Tr.W. om. δικαι-- 
οσύνην, Codd. A,B,D; txt. Codd. 8,17; [A.] Vs. 5: A.L.Tr.T.W. Μωῦσῆς. | A.Tr.T- 
om. τοῦ, Codd. 8,B; txt. Codd. D,17*,37. | L. marg. Tr. marg. T.W. place ὅτε immediately 
after γράφει; txt. W. marg.|T.W. om. αὐτὰ ; [L.Tr. marg.] | A.L.Tr.T.W. αὐτῇ, Codd. x", 
A,B,17; txt. Codd. N°,.D. Vs. 6: E.om. τῇ. Vs. 9: L.marg. Tr. marg. W. marg. ὅτι 
Κύριος ᾿Ιησοῦς, Cod. B; txt. Codd. §,(A),D. Vs. 14: A.L.Tr.T.W. ἐπικαλέσωνται, Codd. 
N,A,B,D; txt. Codd. 175,37. | A.L.Tr.T.W. πιστεύσωσιν, Codd. 8,B,D; txt. L. marg. Codd. 
A,17.,37. | A.L.Tr.W. ἀκούσωσιν, Codd. X°,A°,B,17,37; T. ἀκούσονται, Codd. N*,D. 





GRAMMATICAL: 78) B.329. 19) W.435. 80) W.233.a; Β. 114.:. 1) W.537.a; B. 403 
2) W. 515*; B. 366. 3) W. 133... 4) W. 412; W. 383. 6) W. 212, 6) W. 185%. 
1) W. 403%, 8) W. 441... 9) Β. 111. 10) W. 186%. 11) Β. 123. 12) W. 123. 
13) W. 133... 14) Β. 261. 15) W. 195; Β. 181. 16) Β. 182. 17) Β. 118. 18) W. 639 
19) Β. 116. 20) W. 120; W. 896... 21) Β. 114. 22) W.397, 23) W. 801. 24) W. 279%; 
W. 285*; B. 208. 25) W. 158%. 26) W. 166; Β. 105. 2%) W. 480s 28) Β. 114. 
29) W. 158"; W. 199... 


Κεφ. 10, 11. ΠΡΟΣ PQMAIOYS. 3} 


covat'™ χωρὶς κηρύσσοντος ; ' πῶς δὲ 1 κηρύξουσιν", ἐὰν μὴϑι ἀποστα- 16 
λῶσι ; καθὼς γέγραπται, “ 'Ὡς ὡραῖοι οἱ πόδες trav εὐαγγελιζομένων 
εἰρήνην", τῶν εὐαγγελιζομένων 1 τὰ" ἀγαθά." τε. 52.7; παι. 1.15. ᾿Αλλ᾽ 16 
908 πάντες ὑπήκουσαν τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ" 1 Ἡσαΐας" γὰρ λέγει, “ Κύριε, 
τίς ἐπίστευσε τῇ ἀκοῇ ἡμῶν ;’ τεα. 58.1. "Apa® ἡ πίστις BE ἀκοῆς, ἡ 1 
δὲ ἀκοὴ διὰ ῥήματοςϑδ Θεοῦ", ἀλλὰ λέγω, M73" οὐκ ἤκουσαν; με- 18 
voovye® ‘ εἰς πᾶσαν τὴν γῆνϑϑ ἐξῆλθεν ὁ φθόγγος αὐτῶν, καὶ εἰς τὰ 
πέρατα τῆς οἰκουμένης τὰ ῥήματα αὐτῶν." νει. 18, 9.0.5. ᾿Αλλὰ λέγω, 19 
Μὴ 1 οὐκ ἔγνω Ἰσραήλ; πρῶτος t Μωσῆς" λέγει, “ Ἐγὼ παραζηλώσω 
ὑμᾶς ἐπ᾿ οὐκ ἔθνει, 1 ἐπὶ" ἔθνει ἀσυνέτῳ παροργιῶ ὑμᾶς." peut. 82. 21. 

1 Ἡσαΐας" δὲ ἀποτολμᾷ καὶ λέγει, ‘EvpéOnv®® τοῖς ἐμὲ μὴ ζητοῦσιν, 20 
ἐμφανὴς ἐγενόμην τοῖς ἐμὲ μὴ ἐπερωτῶσι." t6a.65.1. πρὸς 9 δὲ τὸν Ἶσ- 21 
ραὴλ λέγει, “Ὅλην τὴν ἡμέραν ἐξεπέτασα τὰς χεῖράς μου πρὸς λαὸν 
ἀπειθοῦντα καὶ ἀντιλέγοντα." Ion, 65.2. 

AETQ οὖν, Μὴϊ ἀπώσατοϑ ὁ Θεὸς τὸν λαὸν αὐτοῦ; μὴβ γένοιτο' καὶ 11 
yaps ἐγὼ ἱ Ἰσραηλίτης" slut, ἐκ σπέρματος ᾿Αβραάμ, φυλῆς 1 Βενϊαμίν", 
οὐκ ἀπώσατο ὁ Θεὸς τὸν λωὸν αὐτοῦ, ὃν ‘Tpoéyvw. ἢ οὐκ οἴδατε ev? α 
Ἠλίᾳ" τί λέγει ἡ γραφή; ὡς ἐντυγχάνει τῷ Θεῷ κατὰ τοῦ Ἰσραήλ, 
λέγων", " “ Κύριε, τοὺς προφήτας σου ἀπέκτειναν, t καὶ" τὰ θυσιαστή. 3 
ριά σου κατέσκαψαν" κἀγὼ ὑπελείφθην μόνος, καὶ ζητοῦσι τὴν ψυχήν 
μου.᾽ τ ιαρε19.1τ0. ᾿Αλλὰ τί λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ χρηματισμός ; “Κατέλιπον 4 
ἐμαυτῷ ἑπτακισχιλίους ἄνδρας, οἵτινες οὐκ ἔκαμψαν γόνυ τῇ Baad’, 

1 Kings 19.18, Οὕτως οὖν καὶ ἐν τῷ νῦν καιρῷ λεῖμμα κατ᾽ ἐκλογὴν χά- ὅ 
pitog γέγονεν. εἶ δὲ χάριτι, οὐκ ἔτι! ἐξ ἔργων: ἐπεὶ" ἡ χάρις οὐκ 6 
ἔτι γίνεται χάρις. tei δὲ ἐξ ἔργων, οὐκ ἔτι ἐστὶ χάρις" ἐπεὶ τὸ ἔργον 





TexTuaL: Vs. 16: A.L.Tr.T.W. κηρύξωσιν, Codd. N,A,B,D,17; txt. Cod. 37. | L.Tr. 
ΤΟΥ͂. om. τῶν εὐαγγελιζομένων εἰρήνην, Codd. X*,A,B,C; [Tr. marg.]; A. [εὐαγγελιζομένων 
εἰρήνην, Tov]; txt. Codd. 8¢,D,17,37. | A.L.Tr.W. om. τὰς Vs. 16: L.’Hoaiac. Vs. 17: 
A.L.Tr.T.W. Χριστοῦ, Codd. N*,B,C,D*; txt. W. marg. Codd. X°,A,D>,17,37; or W. marg 
om. Χριστοῦ. Vs. 19: A.L.Tr.T.W. ᾿Ισραήλ οὐκ ἔγνω. | A.L.Tr.T.W. Μωῦσῆς. | Tr.T. 
ἐπ᾿. Vs. 20: L. Ἠσαΐας. | W. marg. adds ἐν ; A.L.Tr. [év.] | W. marg. adds ἐν; L.Tr. [év.} 
Chap. 11, vs. 1: L. adds [, ὃν προέγνω.] | T.W. Ἰσραηλείτης. | A.L.Tr.T.W. Beviaueiv. 
Vs. 2: A.Tr. Ἡλίᾳ, T.W. ᾿Ηλείᾳ. | A.L.Tr.T.W. om. λέγων. Vs. 3: A.L.Tr.T.W. om. 
καὶ. Vs. 6: L.Tr.T.W. οὐκέτι. | L.Tr.T.W. om. εἰ δὲ to the end of the verse; [A. om. 
ἐστὶ before ydpic;] txt. W. marg. 





GRAMMATICAL: 30) W. 82. 31) W.477.c. 32) W. 606. 33) W. 171. 34) W. 445; 
W. 558. 35) W. 367. 36) W. 123. 37) W. 511.5; B. 248. 38) W. 559; 8. 371. 
89) W.111. 40) W.147. 41) W. 443... 42) W. 114. 43) W. 4645... 44) W. 393. 
45) W. 476*; B. 353. 46) B. 81. 47) W. 4695. 48) W. 219.10; B. 181. 49) W. 405. 
1) W. 511... 23) Β. 69. 3) Β. 248. 4) W.448. 5) W. 385; Β. 8315, 6) W. 382. 
7) Β. 116. 8) W.179. 9) W. 582; B. 392%, 10) W. 6185, 11) W. 283*; B. 359. 


12) W. 480. 


32 ἘΠΙΣΤΌΛΗ Κεφ. 11 


οὐκ ἔτι ἐστὶν ἔργον". Τί οὖν ; ὃ ἐπιζητεῖ ᾿Ισραήλ, 1 τούτου" οὐκ ἐπέ- 
τυχεν, ἡ δὲ ἐκλογὴ ἐπέτυχεν" οἱ δὲ λοιποὶ ἐπωρώθησαν, " 1 καθὼς" γέ- 
γραπται, “"Ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς ὁ Θεὸς πνεῦμα κατανύξεως", ὀφθαλμοὺς τοῦ 
μὴ βλέπειν1δ, καὶ ὦτα τοῦ μὴ ἀκούειν, Deut. 29. 4: 166. 6. 9: 89.10. ἕως 
τῆς σήμερον ἡμέρας. καὶ 1 AaBid” λέγει, "Τενηθήτω ἡ τράπεζα αὐτῶν 
εἰς παγίδα καὶ εἰς θήραν, καὶ εἰς σκάνδαλον καὶ εἰς ἀνταπόδομα ad- 
10 τοῖς σκοτισθήτωσαν οἱ ὀφθαλμοὶ αὐτῶν τοῦ μὴ βλέπειν", καὶ τὸν νῶ- 
11 τὸν αὐτῶν + διαπαντὸς" 1σύγκαμψον"." Pea. 68. 69.058. Λέγω οὖν, μὴ 

ἔπταισαν, tva® πέσωσι - μὴ γένοιτο' ἀλλὰ τῷ αὐτῶν παραπτώματι 
12 ἡ owrnpia® τοῖς ἔθνεσιν, εἰς τὸ παραζηλῶσαι αὐτούς. εἰ δὲ τὸ 

παράπτωμα αὐτῶν πλοῦτος κόσμου, καὶ τὸ ἥττημα αὐτῶν πλοῦτος ἐθ- 
18 νῶν, πόσῳ μᾶλλον τὸ πλήρωμα αὐτῶν; Ὑμῖν tyap” λέγω τοῖς ἔθνε- 

σιν" ἐφ᾽3 ὅσον pév® εἶμι ἐγὼ ἐθνῶν! ἀπόστολος, τὴν διακονίαν μον 
14 δοξάζω, ! εἴ πως παραζηλώσω μον τὴν σάρκα, καὶ σώσω τινὰς ἐξ αὖ- 
15 τῶν. εἰ γὰρ ἡ ἀποβολὴξ᾽ αὐτῶν, καταλλαγὴ κόσμου, Tic” ἡ 1 πρόσ- 
16 ληψις, εἰ μὴ ζωὴ ἐκ νεκρῶν ; ' εἰ δὲ ἡ ἀπαρχὴ" ἁγία, καὶ τὸ φύραμα: 
17 καὶ εἰ ἡ ῥίζα ἁγία, καὶ οἱ κλάδοιϑ,͵ εἰ δὲ τινες τῶν κλάδων ἐξεκλάσθη- 

σανϑὶ σὺ δὲ ἀγριέλαιος ὧν ἐνεκεντρίσθης év® αὐτοῖς, καὶ 1 συγκοινω- 

νὸς" τῆς ῥίζης 38 1 nat” τῆς πιότητος τῆς ἐλαίας ἐγένου, μὴδ' κατακαυχῶ 
18 τῶν κλάδων" εἰ δὲ κατακαυχᾶσαιδδ, οὐ σὺ τὴν ῥίζαν βαστάξεις, 1 ἀλλ᾽ 
19 ἡ ῥίζα σέ. "Epeic®® οὖν, “᾿ Ἐξεκλάσθησαν tol?’ κλάδοι, iva ἐγῶ 1 ἐγ- 
20 κεντρισθῶ". Καλῶς" τῇ dmoria® 1 ἐξεκλάσθησαν", σὺ δὲ τῇ πίστει 
21 ἕστηκας. pa 1ἰὐψηλοφρόνει" 8. ἀλλὰ φοβοῦ" | εἰ γὰρ ὁ Θεὸς τῶν 

kata" φύσιν κλάδων!" οὐκ ἐφείσατο, t μήπως" οὐδέ σου 1 φείσηται" ὅ. 
22 Ἴδε! οὖν χρηστότητα καὶ ἀποτομίαν Θεοῦ’ ἐπὶ μὲν" τοὺς πεσόντας, 


wow 


ie) 





TexTuaL: Vs. 7: A.L.Tr.T.W. τοῦτο. Vs. 8: Tr.T. καθάπερ. Vs. 9: Δ.ΤΤΥ 
Δαυεὶδ, Vs. 10: A.L.Tr.W. διὰ παντὸς. | T.W. συν. Vs. 13: A.L.Tr.T.W. δὲ; txt. W. 
marg. | A.L.T.W. add οὖν; Tr. [οὖν]; W.marg. om. μὲν οὖν. Vs. 15: A.L.Tr.T.W. 
πρόσλημψις. Vs. 17: T.W. συν. | A.T.W. marg. om. καὶ, Codd. 8*,B,C; [Tr.]; txt. Codd. 
NA,DY17.,37. Vs. 18: A.Tr.T.W. ἀλλὰ. Vs. 19: A.L.Tr.T.W. om. οἱ, Codd. §,4,0, 
D**,17,37; txt. W. marg. Codd. B,D*.| T.W. ev. Vs. 20: L.Tr. ἐκλάσθησαν, Codd. B. 
D*; txt. Codd. N,A,B Mai,C,D?,17,37. | A. marg. L. marg. Tr.T.W. marg. ὑψηλὰ φρό- 
vet, Codd. 8,A,B; txt. Codd. 0,D. Vs. 21: L.Tr.T.W. om. μήπως, Codd. 8,A,B,C; [A.]; 
txt. W. marg. Codd. D,17,37. | A.L.Tr.T.W. φείσεται, Codd. 8,A,B,(Mat, ed. 2,)C.D,17,37. 





GRAMMATIOAL: 13) W. 200. 14) W. 94. 15) Β. 2613, 16) Β. 1606. 17) Β. 211. 
18) W. 458. 19) Β. 116. 20) W. 586; Β. 138. 21) B. 264, 22) W. 408s, 23) B. 370, 
24) W.192. 25) W.575*; Β. 256, 26) Ὑ. 521... 27) Β. 128, 28) W.584. 29) W.682.», 
B. 392. 80) W. 585.n; B. 137, 31) W. 292; W.637. 32) W.391*». 33) W. 200. 
24) W. 501», 35) B. 42; B.395.c. 36) W. 280*; B. 218. 37) W. 118. 38) W. 216.0; 
B. 186%, 39) W.313%». 40) W.448. 41) W.401; Β. 162, 42) W.193*. 43) W.478., 
B 346. 44) W.474*; B. 353. 45) W 504"; W.598*. 46) W.49. 4) W. 363, 


Κεφ. 11, 12. ΠΡῸΣ ῬΩΜΑΙΟΥ͂Σ. 88 


1 ἀποτομίαν' “8 ἐπὶ δέ σε, t χρηστότητα", ἐὰν 1 ἐπιμείνῃς" τῇ χρηστότητι. 
ἐπεὶ καὶ σὺ ἐκκοπήσῃ. 1 καὶ ἐκεῖνοι" δέ, ἐὰν μὴ 1 ἐπιμείνωσι" τῇ ἀπισ- 23 
rig, Ἰ ἐγκεντρισθήσονται", δυνατὸς γάρ ἐστιν ὁ Θεὸς πάλιν 1 ἔγκεν- 
τρίσαι'" αὐτούς". εἰ γὰρ σὺ ἐκ τῆς κατὰ φύσιν ἐξεκόπηςϑ᾽ ἀγριελαίου, 24 
καὶ παρὰ φύσιν ἐνεκεντρίσθης᾽ εἰς καλλιέλαιον, πόσῳ μᾶλλον οὗτοι οἱ 
κατὰ φύσιν, 1 ἐγκεντρισθήσονται" τῇ idia® ἐλαίᾳ; Οὐ γὰρ θέλω ὑμᾶς 25 
ἀγνοεῖν, ἀδελφοί, τὸ μυστήριον τοῦτο, ἵνα μὴϊ' Are 1 παρ᾽" δ ἑαυτοῖς 
φρόνιμοι, ὅτι πώρωσις ἀπὸϑδμέρους τῷδ Ἰσραὴλδϑϑ γέγονεν, ἄχρις ὃ οὗ 
τὸ πλήρωμα τῶν ἐθνῶν εἰσέλθῃ" καὶ οὕτω πᾶς ᾿Ισραὴλ σωθήσεται, κα- 26 
θὼς γέγραπται, “ Ἥξει ἐκ Σιὼν ὁ ῥυόμενος, t καὶ" ἀποστρέψει. ἀσεβείας 
ἀπὸ ᾿Ιακώβ' καὶ αὕτη αὐτοῖς 7° nap’ ἐμοῦϑϑ διαθήκη, ὅτανϑ! ἀφέλωμαι 27 
τὰς ἁμαρτίας αὐτῶν." Isa. 59. 50: 27.9; Jer.81.88. Κατὰ μὲν τὸ evay- 28 
γέλιον, ἐχθροὶ δι’ ὑμᾶς: κατὰ δὲ τὴν ἐκλογήν, ἀγαπητοὶ διὰ τοὺς 
πατέρας. ἀμεταμέλητα γὰρ τὰ χαρίσματα καὶ ἡ κλῆσις τοῦ Θεοῦ. 29 
“Ὥσπερ yap t kai” 1 ὑμεῖς ποτε ἠπειθήσατε τῷ Θεῷ, νῦν δὲ ἠλεήθητε 80 
τῇ τούτων ἀπειθείᾳ δι᾽. οὕτω καὶ οὗτοι" νῦν ἠπείθησαν τῷ 1 ὑμετέρῳ" 8. 31 
ἐλέει ἵνᾳϑ καὶ αὐτοὶ * ἐλεηθῶσι. συνέκλεισε γὰρ ὃ Θεὸς τοὺς πάν- 32 
τας εἰς ἀπείθειαν ἵνα τοὺς πάντας! ἐλεήσῃ. 1 Ὦ2 βάθος πλούτουϊ8 80 
καὶ σοφίας! καὶ γνώσεως Θεοῦ. ὡς 1 ἀνεξερεύνητα"" τὰ κρίματα αὖ- 
τοῦ, καὶ ἀνεξιχνίαστοι αἱ ὁδοὶ αὐτοῦ. τίς γὰρ ἔγνω νοῦν Κυρίου; ἢ 84 
τίς σύμβουλος αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο ; ἢ τίς προέδωκεν αὐτῷ, καὶ ἀνταποδοθή- 85 
σεται αὐτῷ ; ! ὅτι ἐξ αὐτοῦ καὶ δι’ αὐτοῦ καὶ εἰς αὐτὸν τὰ πάντα: αὐτῷ 86 
"8 δόξα εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας, ἀμήν. 

ΠΑΡΑΚΑΛΩ͂ οὖν ὑμᾶς, ἀδελφοί, διὰ! τῶν οἰκτιρμῶν τοῦ Θεοῦ, παρα- 12 
στῆσαι3 τὰ σώματω ὑμῶν θυσίαν ζῶσαν, ἁγίαν, 1 εὐάρεστον τῷ Θεῷ", 
τὴν λογικὴν λατρείανϑ ὑμῶν" καὶ μὴ 1 συσχηματίζεσθε" τῷ αἰῶνι τούτῳ, 2 





ΤΈχτσαι,: Vs. 22: A.L.Tr.T.W. ἀποτομία. | A.L.Tr.T.W. χρηστότης Θεοῦ. | L. marg. Tr. 
T.W. marg. ἐπιμένῃς. Vs. 23: A.L.Tr.T.W. κἀκεῖνοι. | Tr.T. ἐπιμένωσιν, Codd. N*,B,D*; 
txt. Codd. N°,A,C,Ds. | T.W. ev. | T.W. ev. Vs. 24: TW. ev. Vs. 25: A.Tr.W. marg. 
ἐν, Codd. A,B; W. om. wap’; txt. Tr.marg. Codd. ¥,0,D,17,37. Vs. 26: A.L.Tr.T.W. 
om. καὶ. Vs. 30: A.L.Tr.T.W. om. καὶ. | L.marg. wore ὑμεῖς. Vs. 31: E. ἡμετέρῳ. | 
T.W. marg. add viv; 1. [νῦν] Vs. 33: A.E.Tr.T.W. ὦ, | A.Tr.T. ἀνεξεραύνητα. 
Chap. 12, vs.1: T. τῷ Θεῷ εὐάρεστον. Vs. 2: A.T.W. συν; A.L.Tr.marg. W. marg. 
--σχηματίζεσθαι. 





GRAMMATICAL: 48) B. 384*, 49) B. 359%. 60) Ὑ7. 6205, 61) Ὑ7. 423... 52) W. 480. 
58) W. 164. 64) W. 477. 655) W. 281. 56) W. 381. 57) W. 428... 58) B. 86. 
59) W. 211... 60) W.42. 61) B. 231. 62) W. 131... 63) W. 193%. 64) W. 308. 
65) W. 401. 66) W. 440. 67) W. 216.. 68) W. 153*; Β. 157. 69) W. 459%. 
70) W. 178s. 11) W.610. 72) Β. 140, 138) W.191*; B. 23. 14) Β. 164; Β. 155%. 
75) W. 619... 16) B58. 77) W. 4185. 18) W.108,. 79) Β. 181. 1) W. 3814. 
2) W. 332. 3) W. 533; B. 153. 
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84 ἘΠΙΣΤΌΛΗ Κεφ. 12. 


ἀλλὰ ἐμεταμορφοῦσθε" τῇ ἀνακαινώσει τοῦ νοὸς ἱ ὑμῶν", εἰς" τὸ δοκι- 
μάζειν ὑμᾶς, τί τὸ θέλημα τοῦ Θεοῦ τὸ ἀγαθὸν καὶδ εὐάρεστον καὶ τέ- 

B λειον. Λέγω γὰρ διὰ τῆς χάριτος τῆς δοθείσης μοι, παντὶ τῷ ὄντι ἐν 

ὑμῖν͵ μὴ ὑπερφρονεῖν Tap’? ὃ δεῖ φρονεῖν, ἀλλὰ φρονεῖν εἰς τὸ σωφρο- 

4 νεῖνϑ, ἑκάστῳϑ ὡς 6 Θεὸς ἐμέρισε μέτρον πίστεως. Καθάπερ γὰρ ἐν ἑνὲ 

σώματι ᾿ μέλη πολλὰ" ἔχομεν, τὰ δὲ μέλη πάντα οὐ τὴν αὐτὴν ἔχει 

5 πρᾶξιν: οὕτως of" πολλοὶ ἕν σῶμά ἐσμεν ἐν Χριστῷ, 1 δ΄ δὲ 1 καθεῖς" 

6 ἀλλήλων μέλη. ἔχοντες" δὲ χαρίσματα κατὰ τὴν χάριν τὴν δοθεῖσαν 

ἡμῖν διάφορα" εἴτε! προφητείαν" 5, κατὰ τὴν ἀναλογίαν τῆς πίστεως" 

ἡ ! εἴτε διακονίαν, ἐν τῇ διακονίᾳ" εἴτε ὁ διδάσκων, ἐν τῇ διδασκαλίᾳ: 

8 εἴτε ὁ παρακαλῶν, ἐν τῇ παρακλήσει: ὁ μεταδιδούς, ἐν ἁπλότητι" ὁ 

προϊστάμενος, ἐν σπουδῇ" ὁ ἐλεῶν, ἐν ἱλαρότητι. 

9 Ἡ ἀγάπην ἀνυπόκριτος. ἀποστυγοῦντες 1 τὸ πονηρόν, κολλώμενοι τῷ. 
10 ἀγαθῷ" ' τῇ φιλαδελφίᾳ εἰς ἀλλήλους φιλόστοργοι᾽ τῇ τιμῇ ἀλλήλους 
11 προηγούμενοι" | τῇ σπουδῇ μὴ ὀκνηροί, τῷ πνεύματι ζέοντες, τῷ t καιρῷ" 
12 δουλεύοντες"! τῇ ἐλπίδιϑ χαίροντες, τῇ θλίψει ὑπομένοντες. τῇ προσευχῇ, 
18 προσκαρτεροῦντες3!" ταῖς χρείαις 3 τῶν ἁγίων κοινωνοῦντες, τὴν φιλο- 
14 ξενίαν διώκοντες" ' εὐλογεῖτεξβ τοὺς διώκοντας ὑμᾶς" εὐλογεῖτε, καὶ μὴ 
15 καταρᾶσθε. Xaipew™ μετὰ χαιρόντων, t καὶ" κλαίειν μετὰ κλαιόντων. 
16 τὸ αὐτὸ εἰς ἀλλήλους φρονοῦντες" μὴξδ τὰ ὑψηλὰ φρονοῦντες, ἀλλὰ 

τοῖς ταπεινοῖς 9 συναπαγόμενοι. μὴ γίνεσθε φρόνιμοι παρ᾽ 3 ἑαυτοῖς. 
17 μηδενὶ κακὸν ἀντὶ κακοῦ ἀποδιδόντες. προνοούμενοι καλὰ ἐνώπιον 
18 ἱπάντων ἀνθρώπων" ' εἰ δυνατόνϑι͵, τὸδὲ ἐξ ὑμῶν, μετὰ πάντων ἀνθρώ 
19 πὼν εἰρηνεύοντες. μῆὴ ἑαντοὺς ἐκδικοῦντες, ἀγαπητοί, ἀλλὰ δότε το- 
πον τῇ ὀργῇ" γέγραπται γάρ, “᾿Ἐμοὶ ἐκδίκησις, ἐγὼ ἀνταποδώσω, λέγεε 
20 Κύριος" 1’ Ἐὰν οὗν" 88 πεινᾷϑέ ὃ ἐχθρός cov, φώμιξζεϑϑ αὐτόν" ἐὰν 
διψᾷ3ϑ, πότιζε αὐτὸν" τοῦτο γὰρ ποιῶν, ἄνθρακας πυρὸςϑϊ σωρεύσεις ἐπὲ 





TrextuaL: A.L.Tr. marg. W. marg. μεταμορφοῦσθαι. | A.L.Tr.T.W. om. ὑμῶν. Vs. 4: 
A.L.Tr.T.W. πολλὰ μέλη. Va. 5: A.L.Tr.T.W. τὸ, | A.EL.Tr.T.W. καθ᾽ εἷς. Vs. 11: 
A.ELL.Tr.T.W. Κυρίῳ, Codd. §,A,B,D®,17,37; txt. Cod. Ὁ, Vs.15: A.L.Tr.T.W. om. 
καὶ. Vs. 11: L. adds [ἐνώπιον τοῦ Θεοῦ καὶ] | L.W.marg. τῶν. Vs. 20: A.L.Tr.T.W. 
marg ἀλλὰ éav; W. om. οὖν. 


GRAMMATICAL: 4) B. 264. 5) W. 519.1. 6) W. 481... 7) W. 433; W. 404; B. 339, 
8) W. 638; B. 265. 9) W. 550; Β. 389. 10) W.548. 11) W.110. 12) W. 249.5; 
B. 30. 18) W. 545; W. 578". 14) W. 440.6. 15) W. 582.5; B. 392. 16) W. 537; 
W.585; B.137. 17) W.586*%, 18) W. 215... 19) W.476. 20) W.217* 21) W. 433, 
22) B. 160. 23) W. 637. 24) Β. 369. 25) W. 316.a; B. 272*; Β. 386, 26) W.376.n. 
27) W. 397. 28) B. 352, 29) W. 219.10. 80) W. 395*. 31) W. 685. 32) W. 230; 
B. 96; B. 152, 33) W. 444... 34) W. 293... 35) W. 313... 36) W. 77.1; B. 44 
31) B. 161. 


Κεφ. 19, 18. ΠΡῸΣ ΡΩΜΑΙΟΥΣ. 35 


THY κεφαλὴν αὐτοῦ. μὴ νικῶ ὑπὸ τοῦ KaKOD™, ἀλλὰ νίκα ἐν τῷ ἀγαθῷ 51 
τὸ κακόν. ᾿ 

ΠΑΣΑΙ ψυχὴ" ἐξουσίαις ὑπερεχούσαις ὑποτασσέσθω. οὐ γάρ ἐστιν 18 
ἐξουσία εἰ μὴ tdnd” Θεοῦ" αἱ δὲ οὖσαι ἱ ἐξουσίαι Ὁ ὑπὸ ἱ τοῦ" Θεοῦ τεταγ- 
μέναι εἰσίν. ὥστε ὁ ἀντιτασσόμενοςϑ τῇ ἐξουσίᾳ, τῇ τοῦ Θεοῦ διαταγῇ 2 
ἀνθέστηκεν". οἱ δὲ ἀνθεστηκότες, ἑαυτοῖςϑ t ἐρίμα" 1 λήψονται". ! οἱ γὰρ 
ἄρχοντες obt εἰσὶ φόθος t τῶν ἀγαθῶνϑ ἔ ἔργων", ἀλλὰ τῶν κακῶν", θέ- 
λεις δὲ μὴ φοβεῖσθαι τὴν ἐξουσίαν ; τὸ ἀγαθὸν ποίει", καὶ ἕξεις ἔπαινον 
ef αὐτῆς" 1 Θεοῦ! γὰρ διάκονός ἐστὶ σοι εἰς τὸ ἀγαθόν. ἐὰν δὲ τὸ και 4 
tov ποιῇς, φοβοῦ" οὐ γὰρ 1 εἰκῆ" τὴν μάχαιραν φορεῖ" Θεοῦ γὰρ διάκονός 
ἐστιν, ἔκδικος εἰς ὀργὴν τῷ τὸ κακὸν πράσσοντι. διὸ t ἀνάγκη 5 [ὑπο- ὃ 
τάσσεσθαι".5, οὐ μόνον διὰ τὴν ὀργήν, ἀλλὰ καὶ διὰ τὴν συνείδησιν. 
διὰ τοῦτο nia καὶ φόρους τελεῖτε!1" λειτουργοὶ yap Θεοῦ slows, cic 6 
αὐτὸ τοῦτο προσκαρτεροῦντες. ἀπόδοτε 1 οὖν" πᾶσι τὰς ὀφειλάς: ἢ 
TH™ τὸν Popov, τὸν φόρον' τῷ τὸ τέλος, τὸ τέλος" τῷ τὸν φόβον, τὸν 
φόθον: τῷ τὴν τιμήν͵ τὴν τιμήν. Μηδενὶδῖ μηδὲν ὀφείλετε, εἰ μὴ τὸ 8 
ἀγαπᾷν" ἀλλήλους: ὁ γὰρ ἀγαπῶν τὸν ἕτερον, νόμον"8 πεπλήρωκε. 
76 γάρ, ‘OL μοιχεύσεις, οὐ φονεύσεις, οὐ KAéperc®, tob Wevdouap- 9 
τυρήσεις", οὐκ ἐπιθυμήσεις, καὶ εἴ τις ἑτέρα ἐντολή, ἐν 1 τούτῳ τῷ 
λόγῳ" ἀνακεΦαλαιοῦται, 1 ἐν τῷ", “᾿Αγαπήσεις τὸν πλησίον σου ὡς 
ξέαυτον"3." Ἢ ἀγάπη τῷ πλησίον κακὸν οὐκ ἐργάξεται" πλήρωμα 10 
οὖν νόμου ἡ ἀγάπη. 

KAI τοῦτο, εἰδότες τον καιρόν, ὅτι ὥρα 1 ἡμᾶς ἤδη" ἐξϑῖ ὕπνου ἐγερ- 11 
θῆναι83. νῦν γὰρ éyybrepov® ἡμῶνϑ! ἡ σωτηρία, ἢ ὅτε ἐπιστεύσαμεν. 
ἡ νὺξ προέκοψεν, ἡ δὲ ἡμέρα ἤγγικεν. ἀποθώμεθα οὖν τὰ ἔργα τοῦ 12 





ΤΈΧΤΟΑΙ,: Chap. 13, vs. 1: A.marg. L.Tr.T.W. ὑπὸ, Codd. §,A,B,D°,17,37; txt. W. 
marg. Cod. D*, | A.L.Tr.T.W. om. ἐξουσίαι, Codd. 8,4,B,D*; txt. Codd. D°,17,37. | A.L.Tr. 
ΤΟΝ. om. τοῦ, Codd. 8*,A,B,D,37; txt. W. marg. Codd. Ne,1%. Vs. 2: A.H.L.Tr. κρῖμα. | 
A.L.Tr.T.W. λήμψονται. Vs. 3: A.L.Tr.T.W. τῷ ἀγαθῷ ἔργῳ, ἀλλὰ τῷ κακῷ, Codd. N, A, 
B,D*; txt. Codd Dc,17,37. Vs. 4: L. εἰκῇ, Vs. 5: W.marg. ἀνάγκῃ. | W. marg. ὑπο- 
τάσσεσθε: E. προτάσσεσθαι. Vs. 7: A.L.Tr.T.W. om. οὗν, Vs. 8: A.L.Tr.T.W. ἀλλή- 
λους ἀγαπᾷν. Vs. 9: A.L.Tr.T.W. om. οὐ ψευδομαρτυρήσεις, Codd. A,B,D,17; txt. Codd 
N37. | A.L.Tr.T.W. τῷ λόγῳ τούτῳ ; txt. L. marg. | A.L.Tr. [ἐν τῷ; W. marg. om. ἐν 
τῷ, Cod. B; txt. Codd. N,A,D. | A.L.Tr.T.W. σεαυτόν. Vs. 11: L.Tr. ἤδη ἡμᾶς; A.Tr 
marg. T.W. ἤδη ὑμᾶς ; W.marg. ἦμας, or om. ὑμᾶς. 





GRAMMATICAL: 38) Β. 340. 1) W. 537. 2) W.156*, 3) W.370; W. 871; B. 341%, 
4) W. 122. 5) W. 582, 6) W. 429. 7) W. 274; W. 301. 8) W. 212... 9) W. 524, 
10) W. 481.4. 11) W. 313. 12) W. 368. 13) W.192. 14) W. 293. 15) B. 136, 
16) W. 319. 17) W. 317. 18) W. 631». 19) Β. 109. 20) W.590*; Β. 395, 21) W. 209; 
W. 499; W.501*, 22) W.47.c; W. 323; B. 262. 23) W. 123. 24) W. 273; B. 199. 
25) W. 109; B.96 26) W. 502, 27) W. 316. 28) W. 87; B. 53. 29) W. 151. 
30) W. 565. 31) W. 366*. 32) W. 319; W. 585; B. 260. 33) W. 239. 34) W. 195. 


86 ἘΠΙΣΤΌΛΗ Κεώ. 13, 14. 


18 σκότους, ἱ καὶ ἐνδυσώμεθα" τὰ 1 ὅπλα" τοῦ φωτός. ὡς ἐν ἡμέρᾳ, εὖ: 

σχημύνως περιπατήσωμεν, 117° κώμοιςϑϊ καὶ μέθαις, μὴ κοίταις καὶ ἀσελ- 

14. γείαις, μὴ 1 ἔριδι καὶ 1ζήλῳ"- 1 ἀλλ᾽" ἐνδύσασθε τὸν Κύριον ᾿Ιησοῦν 

Χριστόν, καὶ τῆς σαρκὸς πρόνοιαν μὴ ποιεῖσθε εἰς 8 ἐπιθυμίας. 

14 TON δὲ ἀσθενοῦντα! τῇ πίστει προσλαμβάνεσθε, μὴ εἰς3 διακρίσεις 
2 διαλογισμῶν. Ὃς μὲν πιστεύει φαγεῖνδ πάντα, 6° δὲ ἀσθενῶν λάχανα 
8 ἐσθίει. 6 ἐσθίων, τὸν μὴϊ ἐσθίοντα μὴ ἐξουθενείτω' 1 καὶ 6” μὴ ἐσθίων, 
4 τὸν ἐσθίοντα μὴ κρινέτω: ὁ Θεὸς γὰρ αὐτὸν προσελάβετο. σὺϑβ τίς εἰ 

ὁ κρίνων" ἀλλότριον οἰκέτην ; τῷ ἰδίῳ) κυρίῳ στήκει ἢ πίπτει. σταθή- 

ὅ σεται dé 1 δυνατὸς γάρ ἐστιν" ὁ 1 Θεὸς" στῆσαι αὐτόν. Ὃς μὲν * 

κρίνει ἡμέραν παρ᾽} ἡμέραν, ὃς δὲ κρίνει πᾶσαν ἡμέραν. ἕκαστος ἐν 

6 τῷ idiw™ vot πληροφορείσθω. ὁ φρονῶν τὴν ἡμέραν, Kupiw™ φρονεῖ" 

tral ὁ μὴ φρονῶν τὴν ἡμέραν, Κυρίῳ οὐ φρονεῖ". * ὁ ἐσθίων, Κυρίῳ 
ἐσθίει, εὐχαριστεῖ γὰρ τῷ Θεῷ" καὶ ὁ μὴ ἐσθίων, Κυρίῳ οὐκ ἐσθίει, καὶ 
7 εὐχαριστεῖ τῷ Θεῷ. οὐδεὶς γὰρ ἡμῶν ἑαυτῷ" ζῇ, nal” οὐδεὶς ἑαυτῷ 
8 ἀποθνήσκει. ἐάν τε γὰρ ζῶμεν, τῷ Κυρίῳ ζῷμεν: ἐάν τε |} ἀποθνή- 
σκωμεν" 3, τῷ Κυρίῳ ἀποθνήσκομεν. ἐάν τε οὖν ζῶμεν, ἐάν τε 1 ἀπο- 
9 θνήσκωμεν'͵ τοῦ Κυρίου! ἐσμέν. εἰς τοῦτοϑῦ γὰρ Χριστὸς 1 Kai” ἀπέ- 
Gave καὶ 1 ἀνέστη καὶ ἀνέζησεν" Ἄ, tva® καὶ νεκρῶνϑϑ καὶ ζώντων κυ- 

10 ριεύσῃ. Σὺ δὲ τί κρίνεις τὸν ἀδελφόν cov; ἢ καὶ σὺ τί ἐξονθενεῖς 

τὸν ἀδελφόν σου; πάντες γὰρ παραστησόμεθα τῷ βήματι. τοῦ 1 Χρισ- 

11 Tov”. γέγραπται γάρ, ‘ZG ἐγώ, λέγει Κύριος" ὅτι ἐμοὶ κάμψει πᾶν 

12 γόνυ, καὶ t πᾶσα γλῶσσα ἐξομολογήσεται" τῷ Θεῷ. 100. 45.28. “Apa t οὖν" 

ἐκαστος ἡμῶν περὶ ἑαντοῦ λόγον 1 δώσει" tr Θεῷ". Μηκέτι οὖν ἀλλή- 





TEXTUAL: Vs. 12: A.L.Tr.T.W. ἐνδυσώμεθα δὲ. 1 L. marg. ἔργα. Vs. 13: L. marg. 
Tr. marg. ἔρισι. | Tr. marg. ζήλοις. Vs. 14: A.Tr.T.W. ἀλλὰ. Chap. 14, vs. 3: A.L.Tr. 
T.W. 602, Codd. N*,A,B,C,D*; txt. Codd. N¢,D¢,17,37. Vs. 4: A.L.Tr.T.W. δυνατεῖ yap, 
Codd. ¥,A4,B,C,D*; txt. Codd. (D*),17,37. | A.L.Tr.T.W. κύριος, Codd. 8,A,B,C; txt. Codd. 
D,17,37. Vs. 5: T.W. marg. add yap, Codd. N*,A,C; L. [yap]; txt. Codd. ¥°,B,D,17,37. 
Vs. 6: L.Tr.T.W. om. καὶ ὁ μὴ φρονῶν τὴν ἡμέραν, Κυρίῳ οὐ φρονεῖ, Codd. 8,A,B,C*,D; 
[A.]; txt. Codd. 03, marg. 17,37. | A.L.Tr.T.W. add καὶ, Codd. §,A,B,0,D,17,37. Vs. 8: 
L.W. marg. ἀποθνήσκομεν, Codd. A,D; txt. Codd. §,B,37. | L.W. marg. ἀποθνήσκομεν. 
Vs. 9: A.L.Tr.T.W. om. καὶ. | A.L.Tr.T.W. ἔζησεν. Vs.10: A.L.Tr.T.W. Θεοῦ. Vs. 11: 
L.Tr.W. marg. ἐξομολογήσεται πᾶσα γλῶσσα; txt. Tr.marg. Vs. 12: L.Tr.W. om. οὖν; 
[A.J]; txt. W. marg. | L.Tr.W. ἀποδώσει; A. [ἀπο]; txt. Τι. marg. Tr. marg. W. mary, | 
W.marg. om. τῷ Θεῷ; [L.] 





GRAMMATICAL: 35) B. 308. 36) W. 477. 37) W. 219. 38) W. 391. 1) W. 114. 
2) W. 476. 3) W.397. 4) Β. 102. 5) W.322; Β, 218. 6) W.105. 1) W. 482s. 
8) W. 152, 9) B. 294», 10) W. 154, 11) B. 41. 12) B. 102. 13) W. 404%, 14) W. 154, 
15) W, 212.ν. 16) Β. 178. 11) W. 441. 18) W. 295*; Β, 223. 19) B. 163. 20) W.161. 
21) W. 276; B, 58. 22) W. 461... 23) W. 206.c; W. 552, 24) B 388. 26) W. 440. 
26) W. 449; W. 457.4. 27) W 209. 28) W. 502. 


Κεφ. 14, 15. ENIZTOAH ΠΡῸΣ ῬΩΜΑΙΟΥ͂Σ. 81 


λους κρίνωμεν: ἀλλὰ τοῦτοϑϑ κρίνατε μᾶλλον, τὸ μὴϑ᾽ τιθέναιϑ' πρόσ- 18 
κομμα τῷ ἀδελφῷ ἢ σκάνδαλον. οἶδα καὶ πέπεισμαι év™ ἹΚυρίῳ Ἰησοῦ, 14 
ὅτι οὐδὲν κοινὸν δι᾽ 1 ἑαυτοῦ" εἰ μὴ τῷ λογιζομένῳ τι κοινὸν εἶναι, 
ἐκείνῳϑι κοινόνϑῦ: εἰ 1 δὲ" διὰ βρῶμα ὁ ἀδελφός σου λυπεῖται, 1 οὐκ ἔτι" 15 
κατὰβϑ ἀγάπην περιπατεῖς. μὴ τῷ βρώματί σον ἐκεῖνον ἀπόλλνεϑϊ, ὑπὲρ 
οὗ Χριστὸς ἀπέθανε. M7® βλασφημείσθω οὖν ὑμῶνϑϑ τὸ ἀγαθόν. 16 
οὐ γάρ ἐστιν ἡ βασιλεία τοῦ Θεοῦ βρῶσις" καὶ πόσις, ἀλλὰ δικαιοσύνη 17 
καὶ εἰρήνη καὶ χαρὰ ἐν Πνεύματι ᾿Αγίῷ 3: ὁ γὰρ ἐν 1 τούτοις" δουλεύ- 18 
ov tro” Χριστῷ, εὐάρεστος τῷ Θεῷ, καὶ 1 δόκιμος" τοῖς ἀνθρώποις. 
tdpa” οὗν τὰ τῆς εἰρήνης 1 διώκωμεν", καὶ τὰ τῆς οἰκοδομῆς τῆς εἰς 19 
ἀλλήλους. ' Μὴ ἕνεκεν βρώματος κατάλυε τό ἔργον τοῦ Θεοῦ. πάντα 20 
μὲν καθαρά, ἀλλὰξ κακὸν τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ τῷ διὰ προσκόμματος ἐσθίοντι. 
καλὸν τὸ μὴ" φαγεῖν 8 κρέαϑ, nde πιεῖν οἶνον, μηδὲδ' év® ᾧ ὁ ἀδελ- 21 
φός σου προσκόπτει 1 ἢ σκανδαλίζεται ἢ ἀσθενεῖ". Σὺ πίστιν * ἔχεϊςδϑ;; 22 
κατὰ Ἰ σαυτὸν" ἔχε ἐνώπιον τοῦ Θεοῦ" μακάριος ὁ μὴδ' κρίνων ἑαυτὸν 
év® ᾧ δοκιμάζει, 6 δὲ διακρινόμενος, ἐὰν ody, κατακέκριταιῇ, ὅτιδϑ 28 
οὐκ ἐκ πίστεως: πᾶν δὲ ὃ οὐκ ἐκ πίστεως, ἁμαρτία ἐστίν. Ὀφείλομεν 18 
δὲ ἡμεῖς οἱ δυνατοὶ τὰ ἀσθενήματα τῶν ἀδυνάτων βαστάζειν, καὶ μὴϊ 
ἑαυτοῖς3 ἀρέσκειν: ἕκαστος 1 yap” ἡμῶν τῷ πλησίον ἀρεσκέτω cic? τὸ 32 
ἀγαθὸν πρὸς οἰκοδομήν. καὶ yap* 6° Χριστὸς οὐχ ἑαυτῷ ἤρεσενδ, ἀλλά, 8 
καθὼς γέγραπται, ‘Ob ὀνειδισμοὶ τῶν ὀνειδιζόντων σεῖ, 1 ἐπέπεσον" ὃ ἐπ’ 
ἐμέ.) Pea. 69. το. (69. 9) Ὅσα γὰρ 1 προεγράφη", εἰς τὴν ἡμετέρανϑ διδασκα- 4 
λίαν t προεγράφη", ἵνα διὰ τῆς ὑπομονῆς καὶ * τῆς παρακλήσεως τῶν 
γραφῶν τὴν ἐλπίδα ἔχωμεν. ὁ δὲ Θεὸς τῆς ὑπομονῆς"! καὶ τῆς παρα- 5 





TexTuUaL: Vs. 14: L.Tr.W. αὐτοῦ; txt. Lmarg. Vs. 15: A.L.Tr.T.W. γὰρ. | L.Tr. 
T.W. οὐκέτι. Vs. 18: A.L.Tr.T.W. τούτῳ, Codd. ¥*,A,B,C,D*; txt. Codd. 3e,De,17,37. 
| L.W.marg. om. τῷ, Codd. A,D*; [Tr.]; txt. Codd. N,B,C,De,17,37. | L. marg. δοκίμοις. 
Vs. 19: L.marg. dpa. | L.marg. T.Tr. marg. W. marg. διώκομεν, Codd. x,4,B; txt. Codd. 
©,D,1%,37. Vs. 21: T.W. om. ἢ σκανδαλίζεται ἢ ἀσθενεῖ ; [Tr.marg.] Vs. 22: L.Tr.T.W 
add ἣν, Codd. 8,A,B,C; A. [ἣν]; txt. W.marg. Codd. D,1%,37. | L.Tr.T.W. om.(;); A. 
[;]; txt. W.marg. | A.L.Tr.T.W. σεαυτὸν. Chap. 15, vs. 2: A.J.Tr.T.W. om. γὰρ, 
Codd. $,4,B,C,D,17,37. Vs. 3: A.L.Tr.T.W. ἐπέπεσαν. Vs. 4: L.marg. ἐγράφη. | A. 
L.Tr.T.W. ἐγραφη. | A.L.Tr.T.W. add διὰ; txt. W. marg. 





GrammaticaL: 29) W. 529. 30) Β. 349. 31) W.323.c; B. 263; B.274. 32) W. 390%, 
33) W. 152. 34) W. 160; B. 306. 35) W. 609. 36) W. 402. 37)B.45. 38) W. 502. 
39) W. 155, 40) W. 552. 41) W.390*. 42) W.139, 43) W. 138... 44) B. 365, 
45) W. 380. 46) W. 584. 47) W. 475%; B. 849. 48) W. 8320... 49) W. 65.0; W. 198. 
60) W. 488.2; B. 366. 61) W. 583; B.393, 52) W.158.. 68) W. 508. 54) W. 483. 
55) W. 159; W. 386. 56) W. 293. 57) W. 262; W. 273; B. 199. 58) Β, 393. 
i) W. 476; B.350. 2) Β. 113. 3) W. 397. 4) W. 448. 5) W.118. 6) B 386 
1) W. 222. 8) W.74. 9) W. 168, 10) W. 1895. 11) W. 185. 


88 ἘΠΙΣΤΟΛΗ Κεφ. 15. 


κλήσεως δῴη" ὑμῖν τὸ αὐτὸ φρονεῖν" ἐν ἀλλήλοις κατὰ f{ Χριστὸν 
Ἰησοῦν". ἵνα ὁμοθυμαδὸν év™ ἑνὶ στόματι δοξάζητε τὸν Θεὸν καὶ πατέρα 
τοῦ Κυρίου ἡμῶν ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ. Διὸ προσλαμβάνεσθε ἀλλήλους, 
8 καθὼς καὶ 6° Χριστὸς προσελάβετο 1 ἡμᾶς", εἰς δόξαν * Θεοῦ, λέγω 
δέ, Ε Ἰησοῦν" Χριστὸν διάκονον 1 γεγενῆσθαιϊ39 περιτομῆς ὑπὲρ ἀλη- 
9 θείας Θεοῦ, elo” τὸ βεβαιῶσαι τὰς ἐπαγγελίας τῶν πατέρων" τὰ δὲ 
ἔθνη brrép* ἐλέους δοξάσαι τὸν Θεόν, καθὼς γέγραπται, " Διὰ τοῦτο 
ἐξομολογήσομαί σοι3 ἐν ἔθνεσι, καὶ τῷ ὀνόματί cov add,’ Pea. ττ. δοι 
10 as.49.. Καὶ πάλιν λέγει, ‘EbdpavOnre, ἔθνη, μετὰ τοῦ λαοῦ αὐτοῦ." 
11 Deut.82.48. Kai πάλιν, " Alvetre™ troy Κύριον πάντα τὰ ἔθνη", καὶ t ἐπαι- 
12 νέσατε" αὐτὸν πάντες οἱ λαοί.᾽ Pea. 116.1: 117.1.) Καὶ πάλιν 1 ‘Hoatac’ 
λέγει, “Ἔσται ἡ ῥίζα τοῦ Ἰεσσαί, καὶ ὁ ἀνιστάμενος ἄρχειν ἐθνῶν, 
18 én αὐτῷ ἔθνη ἐλπιοῦσινϑι,; tor.11.10. Ὃ δὲ Θεὸς τῆς ἐλπίδος 
ἐπληρώσαι ὑμᾶς πάσης χαρᾶς καὶ εἰρήνης" ἐν τῷ πιστεύειν, eic™ τὸ 
περισσεύειν ὑμᾶς ἐν τῇ ἐλπίδι, ἐνδδ δυνάμει πνεύματος "᾿Αγίου. 
14 ΠΕΠΕΙΣΜΑΙ δέ, ἀδελφοί pov, καὶ αὐτὸς ἐγὼ περὶϑ ὑμῶν, ὅτι καὶ 
αὐτοὶ μεστοί ἐστε ἀγαθωσύνης, πεπληρωμένοι πάσης * γνώσεως, δυνά- 
15 μενοι καὶ ἀλλήλους νουθετεῖν. 1 τολμηρότερον" δὲ ἔγραψα ὑμῖν, 
t ἀδελφοί", ἀπὸ μέρους, ὡς ἐπαναμιμνήσκων 9 ὑμᾶς, da" τὴν χάριν τὴν 
16 δοθεῖσάν μοι tind” τοῦ Θεοῦ, εἰς τὸ εἶναί με λειτουργὸν 1 Ἰησοῦ 
Χριστοῦ" εἰς τὰ ἔθνη, ἱερουργοῦντα τὸ εὐαγγέλιονβ τοῦ Θεοῦ, ἵνα 
γένηται ἡ προσφορὰ τῶν ἐθνῶν! εὐπρόσδεκτος, ἡγιασμένη ἐν ἸΤνεύ- 
17 ματι ᾿Αγίω. ἔχω οὖν" * καύχησιν ἐν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ τὰ πρὸς * Θεὸν. 


Le aor) 





TEXTUAL: Vs. 5: Tr. ᾿Ιησοῦν Χριστόν, Codd. 8,A,C*,37; txt. Codd. B,C2,D,17. Vs.7: 
A.L,Tr.T.W. ὑμᾶς, Codd. 8,A4,C,D',17,37; txt. L. marg. Tr. marg. Codd. B,D*. | A.L.Tr.T, 
W. add rod, Codd. §,A,B,C,D,37; txt. Cod. 1%. Vs. 8: A.L.Tr.T.W. yap. | A.L.Tr.T.W. 
om. Ἰησοῦν. | L.Tr.W. γενέσθαι ; txt. Tr. marg. W.marg. Vs. 11: L.W.marg. add λέγει; 
A.Tr, marg. [Aéyec.] | A.L.Tr.T.W. πάντα τὰ ἔθνη τὸν Κύριον; txt. L, marg. | A.L.Tr.T. 
W. ἐπαινεσάτωσαν. Vs. 12: L.’Hoaiac. Vs. 13: L.marg. πληροφορῆσαι ὑμᾶς ἐν πάσῃ 
γαρᾷ καὶ εἰρήνῃ. Vs. 14: T. adds τῆς, Codd. N,B; [A.Tr. marg.]; txt. Codd. A,C,D. 
Vs. 15: Tr.W. τολμηροτέρως; txt. Tr. marg. W. marg. | L.Tr.T.W. om. ἀδελφοί, Codd. N* 
A,B,C; [A.]; txt. Codd. Ne,D,17,37. | Tr.T. ἀπὸ, Codd. 8*,B; txt. Codd. x°,A,C,D 
Vs. 16: A.L.1r.T.W. Χριστοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ. Vs. 11: A.L.Tr.T.W. add τὴν, Codd. B,C,D,3%; 
txt. Codd. §,A,17. | A-L.Tr.T.W. add τὸν, Codd. ¥,A.B,C,D,17,37, 





GRAMMATICAL: 12) W. 78.2; W. 286.5; B.46, 13) W. 321, 14) Ὑ. 401. 15) W. 388, 
16) W. 118. 17) W.122. 18) W.153. 19) W. 334. 20) W. 383. 21) W. 122. 
22) B, 264. 23) W. 186. 24) W. 383. 25) W. 322%; W. 332%, 26) Β. 116. 27) W.314 
98) W.314. 29) W.206. 30) W. 233.4. 31) W.1%5; Β. 81. 32) W.185, 33) W. 201. 
34) B. 264. 35) W.410, 36) W.373. 37) W. 201... 88) W. 243%, 39) W. 278, 
40) Β. 307. 41) W. 399%, 42) Β. 266; B, 275. 43) W.223%, 44) W.531, 45) W. 389 


46) W. 466... 41) W. 230. 


Keg, 15. ΠΡῸΣ PQMAIOYS. 39 


οὐ γὰρ trodujow”® 1 λαλεῖν τι dv” οὐ κατειργάσατο Χριστὸς δι δῖ 19 
ἐμοῦ, εἰς ὑπακοὴν ἐθνῶν, λόγῳ καὶ ἔργῳ, | ἐν δυνάμει σημείων καὶ 19 
τεράτων, ἐν δυνάμει πνεύματος | Θεοῦ". ὥστε με ἀπὸ ἱἹερουσαλὴμ καὶ 
κύκλῳ μέχρι τοῦ ᾿Ιλλυρικοῦ πεπληρωκέναιϑ' τὸ εὐαγγέλιον Tod™ Χρι- 
στοῦ: οὕτω δὲ { φιλοτιμούμενον" εὐαγγελίζεσθαι, ory ὅπου ὠνομάσθη! 20 
Χριστός, ἵνα μὴ ἐπ’ ἀλλότριον θεμέλιον οἰκοδομῶ" ἀλλά, καθὼς γέγραπ- 21 
ται, +‘ Οἷς οὐκ dvnyyéAn® περὶ αὐτοῦ, ὄψονται" Kai of obk™ ἀκηκόασι, 
συνήσουσι." Ian. 55.156. Διὸ καὶ ἐνεκοπτόμηνδ tra πολλὰ δὶ τοῦ ἐλ- 22 
ιυθεῖν 3 πρὸς ὑμᾶς. νυνὶ δὲ μηκέτι 8 τόπον ἔχων ἐν τοῖς κλίμασι τούτοις, 23 
ἐπιποθίαν δὲ éywv™ t τοῦ" ἐλθεῖν ὃ πρὸς ὑμᾶς ἀπὸ 1 πολλῶν" ἐτῶν, ὡς 94 
tear” πρρεύωμαι εἰς τὴν Σπανίαν, t ἐλεύσομαι πρὸς bude” ἐλπίζω γὰρ 
'“διαπορενόμενος Ἴ θεάσασθαι ὑμᾶς, καὶ 1 ὑφ᾽" ὑμῶν προπεμφθῆναι ἐκεῖθ, 
ἐὰν ὑμῶν πρῶτον ἀπὸ μέρους ἐμπλησθῶ. Νυνὶ δὲ πορεύομαι ' εἰς Ἵε- 25 
povoadjp, διακονῶν3 τοῖς ἁγίοις. ἰ εὐδόκησαν" γὰρ Μακεδονία καὶ 26 
*Ayala κοινωνίαν τινὰ ποιήσασθαι εἰς τοὺς πτωχοὺς τῶν ἁγίων τῶν 
ἐν Ιερουσαλήμ' εὐδόκησαν ydép™, καὶ ὀφειλέται 1 αὐτῶν εἰσιν΄. εἰ γὰρ 27 
τοῖς πνευματικοῖς αὐτῶν ἐκοινώνησαν τὰ ἔθνη, ὀφείλουσι καὶ ἐν τοῖς 
΄σαρκικοῖς λειτουργῆσαι αὐτοῖς. τοῦτο οὗν ἐπιτελέσαςϊ8 καὶ σφραγισά- 28 
μενος { αὐτοῖς" τὸν καρπὸν τοῦτον, ἀπελεύσομαι δι ὑμῶν εἰς Ἰτὴν" 
Σπανίαν. οἶδα δὲ ὅτι ἐρχόμενος πρὸς ὑμᾶς, ἐν 8 πληρώματι εὐλογίας 29 
t rob εὐαγγελίου τοῦ" Χριστοῦ ἐλεύσομαι, ἹΠαρακαλῷ δὲ ὑμᾶς, tddeA- 80 
got”, διὰδι τοῦ Κυρίου ἡμῶν Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ, καὶ διὰ τῆς ἀγάπης τοῦ 
Πνεύματος, ovvaywricacbai® μοι ἐν ταῖς προσευχαῖς ὑπὲρ ἐμοῦ πρὸς 





ΤΈΧΤΟΑΙ;: Vs. 18: L. marg. Tr. marg. W. marg. τολμῶ, Codd. NB; txt. Codd. N*,A,C, 
D. | A-L.Tr.T.W. τι λαλεῖν. Vs. 19: L.Tr.W. marg. ἁγίου, Codd. A,C,D*,17,37; W. om. 
Θεοῦ, Cod. B; A. [ἁγίου]; txt. Codd. N,D%. Vs. 20: L.Tr.W. marg. φιλοτιμοῦμαι, Codd. 
B,D*; txt. Tr.marg. Codd. ¥,A,C,D%,17,37. Vs. 21: Tr.marg. W.marg. ὄψονται οἷς 
οὐκ ἀνηγγέλη περὶ αὐτοῦ. Vs. 22: L.Tr.marg.W.marg. πολλάκις, Codd. B,D; txt. 
Codd. 8,4,0,17,37. Vs. 23: L. [rod.] | A.Tr.W. ἱκανων, Codd. B,C,37; txt. Tr. marg. 
Codd. 8,A4,D,17. Vs. 24: A.L.Tr.T.W. ἂν. | AL.Tr.T.W. om. ἐλεύσομαι πρὸς ὑμᾶς, Codd. 
N*,A,B,C,D; txt. Codd. N°,17,37. | A.L.W. ἀφ᾽; Tr.marg.d7d; txt. W. marg. Vas. 26 
aud 21: Tr.T. ηὐδόκησαν; Tr. marg. εὐδόκησεν. Vs. 21: A.L.Tr.T.W. εἰσὶν αὐτῶν. 
Vs, 28: W.marg. om. αὐτοῖς. | A.L.Tr.T.W. om. τὴν. Va. 29: A.L.Tr.T.W. om. τοῦ ebay- 
γελίου τοῦ, Codd. N*,A,B,C,D; txt. Codd. N°17,37. Va. 30: W. om. ἀδελφοί; [A.J]; 
txt. W. marg. 





GraMMaTicaL: 48) W. 279. 49) W. 158; W. 166.1; Β, 287. 50) W. 498. 51) W. 217. 
52) W. 216.a; W.652. 53) W. 65, 54) W. 884. 55) W. 118, 56) W. 556%. 
57) W. 615. 58) W 82. 59) B. 349. 60) W. 268; W. 604; B. 270. 61) B. 96. 
62) W. 325; B. 268. 63) W. 483.6. 64) B. 294%, 65) W. 824... 66) W. 808,5. 
81) W. 821. 68) W. 381... 69) W. 472. 10) W. 198.0. 11) W. 265. 72) W. 342.0, 
73) W. 256, 14) W. 133». 16) W. 448. 76) W. 200.0; W. 2092, 11) W. 292 
78) W. 343. 19) W 818, 80) W. 384. 81) W. 381. 82) W. 332. 


40 ἘΠΙΣΤΟΛΗ Κεφ. 15, 16. 


BL τὸν Θεόν' ἵνα ῥυσθῶ ἀπὸ τῶν ἀπειθούντωνθβ ἐν τῇ Ἰουδαίᾳ, καὶ t iva” 
ἡ [διακονία" μου 74% 1 εἰς" Ἱερουσαλὴμ εὐπρόσδεκτος 1 γένηται τοῖς dyi- 
85. otc”: ἵνα tév χαρᾷ ἔλθω" πρὸς ὑμᾶς διὰ θελήματος 1 Θεοῦ", 1 καὶ 
33 Ἰσυναναπαύσωμαι ὑμῖν", ὁ δὲ Θεὸς τῆς εἰρήνης μετὰ πάντων ὑμῶν. 
Τἀμήν". 
10. ΣΥΝΙΣΤΗΝΙ t δέ" ὑμῖν Φοίβην τὴν ἀδελφὴν 1 ἡμῶν", οὖσαν! * διά- 
2 κονον τῆς ἐκκλησίας τῆς3 ἐν t Κεγχρεαῖς"“- ἵνα t αὐτὴν προσδέξησθε'" ἐνϑ 
Κυρίῳ ἀξίως τῶν dyiwy4, καὶ παραστῆτε αὐτῇ ἐνῇ ᾧ dv® ὑμῶν χρήζῃ 
πράγματι" καὶ yap’ ἱ αὐτὴ ὃ προστάτιςϑ πολλῶν ἐγενήθη, καὶ 1 αὐτοῦ 
3 ἐμοῦ", ᾿Ασπάσασθε 1 Πρίσκιλλαν" καὶ ᾿Ακύλαν τοὺς συνεργούς μον ἐν! 
4 Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ" οἵτινες" ὑπὲρ τῆς ψυχῆς wou τὸν ἑαυτῶν τράχηλον ὑπέ- 
θηκαν, οἷς οὐκ ἐγὼ μόνος εὐχαριστῶ, ἀλλὰ καὶ πᾶσαι αἱ ἐκκλησίαι τῶν 
5 ἔθνῶν" καὶ τὴν κατ’ οἶκον αὐτῶν ἐκκλησίαν. ἀσπάσασθε 1 Ἐπαίνετον" 
τὸν ἀγαπητόν μου, ὅς ἐστιν ἀπαρχὴ τῆς t’Ayatac® εἰς Χριστόν. 
ἀσπάσασθε | Μαριάμ’, ἥτις 15 πολλὰ ἐκοπίασεν εἰς t ἡμᾶς". ἀσπάσασθε 
᾿Ανδρόνικον καὶ Ἰουνίαν τοὺς συγγενεῖς μου καὶ συναιχμαλώτους μον" 
οἵτινές εἰσιν ἐπίσημοι ἐν τοῖς ἀποστόλοις, of καὶ πρὸ!β ἐμοῦ 1 γεγόνα- 
8 ow" ἐν Χριστῷ: ἀσπάσασθε 1’ Ἀμπλίαν".9 τὸν ἀγαπητόν 1 μου" ἐν Κυ- 
9 piv. ἀσπάσασθε Οὐρβανὸν τὸν συνεργὸν ἡμῶν év™ 1 Χριστῷ", καὶ 
10 Στάχυν τὸν ἀγαπητόν μον. ἀσπάσασθε ᾿Απελλῆν τὸν δόκιμον ἐν 
11 Χριστῷ. ἀσπάσασθε τοὺς ἐκ τῶν ᾿Αριστοβούλουξι, ἀσπάσασθε t Ἥρο- 
diwva” τὸν 1 συγγενῆ 3 μου. ἀσπάσασθε τοὺς ἐκ τῶν Ναρκίσσου, τοὺς 
12 ὄντας ἐν Κυρίῳ. ἀσπάσασθε Τρύφαιναν καὶ Tpvd@cay τὰς κοπιώσας 
év8 Κυρίῳ. 1 ἀσπάσασθε Περσίδα τὴν ἀγαπητήν, ἥτις" πολλὰ ἐκοπί- 





ΤΈΧΤΟΑΙ,: Vs. 31: A.L.Tr.T.W. om. iva. | L.Tr. marg. W. marg. δωροφορία, Codd. B,D*; 
txt. Codd. §,A4,C0,D>,17,37. | L.Tr. marg. W. marg. ἐν, Codd. B,D*; txt. Codd. ,A,C,D», 
17,37. | A.LL.Tr.T.W. τοῖς ἁγίοις γένηται. Vs. 32: W.Tr. marg. ἐν χαρᾷ ἐλθὼν ; T. ἐλθὼν 
ἐν yapd; txt. W. marg. | L.Tr.marg. W. marg. κυρίου ᾿Ιησοῦ, Cod. B; txt. Codd. x°,A,C, 
De,17,37. | Tr. marg. T.W. marg. om. καὶ, Codd. N*,A,C; txt. Ne,(D),17,37. | L.W. marg. 
om. συναπαύσωμαι ὑμῖν, Cod. B; txt. Codd. 8,A,0,17,37; A. [kat συναπαύσωμαι tyiv.] 
Vs. 33: [L.Tr.] Chap. 16, vs. 1: W.marg. om. δέ. | L. marg. ὑμῶν. | W. adds καὶ; txt. 
W. marg. | T. Kev. Vs. 2: A.L.Tr.W. προσδέξησθε ἀυτὴν. | A.L.T.W. αὐτὴ. | A.L.Tr.T.W. 
ἐμοῦ αὐτοῦ. Vs. 3: A.L.Tr.T.W. Πρίσκαν. Va. 5: T.’Emacverov. | A.L.Tr.T.W. ᾿Ασίας, 
Codd. §,A,B,C,D*; txt. Codd. D®,17,37. Vs. 6: A.L.Tr.W. Μαρίαν. | A.L.Tr.T.W. ὑμὰς. 
Vs. 7: A.L.Tr.T.W. γέγοναν. Vs, 8: L.marg.Tr. ᾿Αμπλιᾶτον; A.T.W. marg. ᾿Αμπλία- 
tov; W.'Aumdidy. | W.marg. om. pov. Vs. 9: L.W.marg. Κυρίῳ, Codd. C,D,37; txt. 

‘odd. §,A,B,17, Vs. 11: A.L.Tr.T.W. Ἡρωδίωνα. | Tr. συγγενῆν. Vas. 12: [L.] 





GRAMMATICAL: 83) W. 234. 84) W. 133... 85) W. 122. 86) W. 686. 1) W. 134; 
W. 343. 2) W.133.. 3) W. 390. 4) W. 2341. 5) W. 159. 6) W.307. 7) W. 448. 
8) B. 109. 9) W. 638. 10) W. 136. 11) W. 562; W.566*, 12) B. 83. 18) W. 185. 
14) W. 397. 15) B. 116. 16) Β. 116. 17) W.143. 18) W.372.4. 19) W.103; W. 113, 
20) W. 136. 21) B. 95. 22) W. 66; Β. 18. 23) W. 390. 24) Β. 116. 


Κεφ. 16. ΠΡῸΣ ῬΩΜΑΙΟΥΣ. 41 


acev ἐν Kupiw”. ἀσπάσασθε 'Ῥοῦφον τὸν ἐκλεκτὸν ἐν Κυρίῳ, καὶ τὴν 18. 
μητέρα αὐτοῦ καὶ ἐμοῦ. ἀσπάσασθε 1’Ασύγκριτον", Φλέγοντα, t'Ep- 14 
μᾶν". Πατρόβαν, 1 ἝῬρμῆν", καὶ τοὺς σὺν αὐτοῖς ἀδελφούς. ἀσπάσα- 15. 
σθε Φιλόλογον καὶ ἱ Ἰουλίαν, Νηρέα' καὶ τὴν ἀδελφὴν αὐτοῦ, καὶ 
*OAvurav™, καὶ τοὺς σὺν αὐτοῖς πάντας ἁγίους. ἀσπάσασθε ἀλλήλους 16. 
ἐν φιλήματι ἁγίῳ. ἀσπάζονται ὑμᾶς αἱ ἐκκλησίαι * τοῦξϑ Χριστοῦ. 

Παρακαλῶ δὲ ὑμᾶς, ἀδελφοί, σκοπεῖνϑϑ τοὺς τὰς διχοστασίας καὶ ra 17 
σκάνδαλα, παρὰϑι τὴν διδαχὴν ἣν ὑμεῖς ἐμάθετε, ποιοῦντας" καὶ 1 ἐκ- 
κλίνατε" ἢ ἀπ’ αὐτῶν. οἱ γὰρ τοιοῦτοι τῷ Κυρίῳ ἡμῶν 1 Ἰησοῦ" Χρι- 18. 
στῷ οὐ δουλεύουσιν, ἀλλὰ τῇ ἑαυτῶν κοιλίᾳ: καὶ διὰ τῆς χρηστολογίας 
Ἐ καὶ εὐλογίας" ἐξαπατῶσι τὰς καρδίας τῶν ἀκάκων. ἡ yap® ὑμῶνϑέ 19 
ὑπακοὴ εἰς πάντας ἀφίκετοβδ' tyaipw οὖν τὸ ἐφ᾽ ὑμῖν. θέλω δὲ 
ὑμᾶς σοφοὺς t piv” εἶναι εἰς τὸ ἀγαθόν, ἀκεραίους δὲ εἰς τὸ κακόν. ὁ 20 
δὲ Θεὸς τῆς εἰρήνης 1 συντρίψει" δ τὸν Σατανᾶν bd" τοὺς πόδας ὑμῶν 
ἐν τάχει. ἡ χάρις τοῦ Κυρίου ἡμῶν Ἰησοῦ 1 Χριστοῦ" μεθ’ ὑμῶν. * 
{᾿Ασπάζονται" ὑμᾶς Τιμόθεος ὃ συνεργός μου, καὶ Λούκιος καὶ ᾿Ιάσων 21 
καὶ Σωσίπατρος οἱ συγγενεῖς μον, ἀσπάζομαι ὑμᾶς ἐγὼδδ͵ Τέρτιος 6 22 
γράψας τὴν ἐπιστολὴν ev Kupiw, ἀσπάζεται ὑμᾶς Ῥάϊος ὃ ξένος μον 98, 
καὶ 1 τῆς ἐκκλησίας ὅλης". ἀσπάζεται ὑμᾶς “Epaoroc ὁ οἰκονόμος τῆς 
πόλεως, καὶ Kobaprog 6 ἀδελφός. 

ΤῊ χάρις τοῦ Kupiov ἡμῶν Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ μετὰ πάντων ὑμῶν", 24 
ἀμήν. "τῷ δὲ δυναμένῳ ὑμᾶς στηρίξαι κατὰξ τὸ εὐαγγέλιόν μου καὶ τὸ 25 
κήρυγμα Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ, κατὰ ἀποκάλυψιν μυστηρίου χρόνοις αἰωνίοις 
σεσιγημένου, ' φανερωθέντος δὲ viv, διά te® γραφῶν προφητικῶν, κατ’ 26 
ἐπιταγὴν τοῦ αἰωνίου Θεοῦ, εἰς ὑπακοὴν πίστεως" εἰς πάντα τὰ ἔθνη 





TEXTUAL: Vs. 14: T. ᾿Ασύνκριτον. | A.L.Tr.T.W. transpose "Ἑρμᾶν and 'Ἑρμῆν.. 
Vs. 15: L.marg. Ἰουνίαν, Nypéav. Vs. 16: A.L.Tr.T.W. add πᾶσαι, Codd. 8,A,B,C,37; 
txt. Codd. 175,37. Vs. 1%: Tr.T.W. marg. éxxdivere, Codd. N*,B,C,37; txt. Codd. Ne,A, 
Dv. Vs.18: A.L.Tr.T.W. om. Ἰησοῦ, Codd. 8,A,B,0,37; txt. Cod. 17. | W. marg. om. 
καὶ εὐλογίας, Codd. D, 17: txt. Codd. 8,A,B,C. Vs. 19: A.L.Tr.T.W. ἐφ᾽ ὑμῖν οὖν χαίρω. 
| A.L.Tr.T.W. om. μὲν, Codd. B,D; txt. Codd. 8,A,0,172,37. Vs. 20: W. marg. συντρίψαι. 
| T. om. Χριστοῦ, Codd. N,B; [A.Tr.]; txt. Codd. A,C,17,37. | E. adds ἀμήν. Vs. 21: 
A.L.Tr.T.W. ἀσπάζεται, Codd. §,A,B,C,D*,37; txt. Codd. De1%.. Vs. 23: A.L.Tr.T. W. 
ὅλης τῆς ἐκκλησίας. Vs. 24: L.Tr.T.W. om. vs. 24, Codd. 8,A,B,0; [A.]; txt. W. marg. 
Codd. D,(17),(37). 





GRAMMATICAL: 25) W. 155; B. 117. 26) W. 103. 27) W. 103, 28) W. 118. 
29) W. 332. 30) W. 126; B.100, 31) W. 404. 32) W. 314; W. 4294, 33) W. 441. 
34) Β. 111. 35) B. 60. 36) W. 280*. 37) W. 621. 38) W. 521... 39) W. 390. 
40) W. 567*; B, 293; B. 386. 41) W. 401. 42) W. 218.; B. 186, 48) W. 435. 
44) W. 186, 45) W. 396... 


AQ ἘΠΙΣΤΌΛΗ ΠΡῸΣ PQOMAIOYS. Κεφ. 16. 


97 γνωρισθέντος, ' μόνῳ" σοφῷ Θεῷ, διὰ" Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ, + ᾧ΄ ἡ" δόξα 
εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. * ἀμήν. 
+ Πρὸς Ῥωμαίους ἐγράφη ἀπὸ ἹΚορίνθου διὰ Φοίβης, τῆς διακόνου τῆς 
ἐν Κεγχρεαῖς ἐκκλησίας“΄. 





TexruaL: Vs. 21: W. marg. om. ᾧ, Cod. B. | L.T.W. marg. add τῶν αἰώνων, Sub- 
scription: L.T.W.om.; A.Tr. IPOS ῬΩΜΑΊΟΥΣ, Codd. ~,A,B*,C,D*. 





GRAMMATICAL: 46) W. 567*, 47) W. 318. 48) W. 168. 49) W. 108. 50) B 137. 


FINIS, 


APPENDIX. 


I—ON SOME CONTROVERTED POINTS IN THE 
EXPOSITION OF THE SEVENTH CHAPTER 
OF ROMANS. 


II—THE GNOMIC AORIST IN THE NEW TESTA- 
MENT. 


JIIL—SOME OBSERVATIONS ON THE GREEK AR- 
TICLE IN THE NEW TESTAMENT. 


IV.—THE REVISED VERSION OF THE NEW TES.- 
TAMENT. 


1--ΟΝ SOME CONTROVERTED POINTS IN THE EXPO- 
SITION OF THE SEVENTH CHAPTER OF ROMANS. 


THERE are two modes recognized by exegetical scholars of 
ascertaining the meaning of a passage of Scripture. One is, to 
take as “the starting-point the understanding of the details, in 
order to arrive at the understanding of the whole.” The other 
is, “that the whole must be first understood in order to attain 
to the understanding of the individual parts.” * The former 
is the natural method, and one that must commend itself to the 
student of the holy Scriptures. The context, also, must be 
carefully studied, so as to secure a clear view of the relations 
of the passage to what goes before and what follows, and to 
the main purpose of the writer. 

It is not the purpose of this paper to discuss the formu- 
lated doctrines which may be deduced from this paragraph, 
but to study some of the separate points on which controversy 
and wide divergences of opinion have arisen among New Tes- 
tament scholars. This mode of approach to the meaning is 
necessarily incomplete, for it is as important to study the parts 
in the light of the context and of the purpose of the writer as 
it is to study the context and purpose of the writer in the light 
of its separate parts. Both methods are necessary to the thor- 
ough comprehension of the subject under consideration. This 
paper will be limited chiefly to the former method as a prepa- 
ration for the latter. 

The seventh chapter of Paul’s letter to the Romans, espe- 
cially the part beginning at the seventh verse and closing with 
the twenty-fifth, has been the subject of almost endless contro- 
versy. The diversity of views in the interpretation of this pas- 
sage affords a clear illustration of the influence of subjective con- 
siderations over the normal exercise of the critical and logical 
powers. The early Church, especially the Greek Church, held 
one view. Augustine, following Methodius, gave emphasis to 
another exposition. His interpretation arose not so much from 
a critical study of the passage as from considerations of its ap- 
plication. Modern commentators have not hesitated to contend 


* Immer’s Hermeneutics, Newman's translation, p. 212. 


for their particular view on the ground that it is more favor- 
able to the promotion of a high Christian life than the other. 

While our opinions, environments, and experiences must, in 
a greater or less degree, affect our interpretation of a written 
document so intensely personal as this passage, it is nevertheless 
the duty of the expositor to reduce these influences to the min- 
imum, and to study the passage as dispassionately as possible. 
He would not only be a bold but a rash and unscholarly man 
who should discuss in a dogmatic spirit a passage so profound 
and difficult, and one on which so many pious thinkers of equal 
scholarship have differed so widely. It is proposed to touch 
some of the more salient points on which commentators have 
differed, in order to make apparent the lines of divergence. 
We will present these topics in the order in which they will 
naturally arrest the reader’s attention. 

The connection of the passage with the immediately preced- 
ing context requires mention. The tracing of the connection 
in Paul’s writings is especially difficult. His frequent digres- 
sions, often without warning to the reader, involve the neces- 
sity of constant watchfulness to prevent confounding them with 
his main argument. The connection of this passage is shown 
by the question which the apostle at once asks: “ Is the law 
sin?” This is the question an objector would naturally raise, 
and from the seventh to the thirteenth verse the apostle an- 
swers it by showing in his own past experience the blessed 
purpose of the law, and its blessed consequences as well. “Is 
the law sin?” On the contrary, “I had not known sin except 
through law.” “ By the law is the knowledge of sin.” By its 
commands it shows the absolute rule of right, and by its rewards 
and penalties the attitude of God toward the actions of men. 
This will appear by reading the fifth verse with verses 7-13. If 
this stand-point of the apostle is properly interpreted it follows 
that from the fourteenth to the twenty-fifth verse there is a di- 
gression which is connected with what has gone before but not 
necessarily dependent on it. It is clear that this whole period 
has for its primary, if not exclusive, object the defense of the 
law against the attacks which the objectors had made upon it; 
showing that the law is not of the nature of sin, nor the cause 
of specific acts of transgression, but that which reveals sin to 
our apprehension and to our consciousness. We must assent to 


the conclusion that the defense of the law is the primary object. 
of the apostle in this passage: “ I was alive without law once,” 
᾿Εγὼ δὲ ἔζων χωρὶς νόμου ποτέ. The point of time indicated. 
by ποτέ shows that it was not his state at the time of writing 
of which he speaks. There was a point in his history when he 
was alive, but afterward a new factor was introduced, namely, 
the commandment, at which point of time he died. This sud-. 
denness of the revival of sin, and of his death as a consequence 
of its revival, is shown by the employment of aorists through-: 
out until the thirteenth verse. He argues the value of the law 
by showing what it had done for him. The argument of the 
apostle is certainly remarkable, and at first view seems to prove 
that the coming of the law was not a benefit but an injury. 
From a state of life he has been brought into a state of death ;, 
and yet the state of death was better than the life which he had 
enjoyed before the coming of the law. What is meant, then,. 
by being alive? Dr. Beet says: 


His death was that separation from the life of God which is the 
immediate result of the sentence already pronounced on the sin- 
ner; which at once brings spiritual corruption, from which nothing 
but spiritual resurrection can save, and which otherwise will in- 
evitably be eternal. It stands in awful contrast to the life which. 
is the believer’s present possession, and which will develop into 
eternal life... . Before Paul entered upon this state of death 
he was alive. His lite was evidently that which he lost by death. 
. . . Paul says that when the law came he lost it. When was he. 
thus alive? Not in his sinful days. He says expressly (Eph. 
ii, 1-5) that he was then dead. To say that he was then alive is. 
utterly alien from the thought of Paul, and has no parallel in 
any of his writings. When was Paul under God’s smile and on 
the way to eternal life? In the days of infancy, before the age 
of responsibility. He had then a life which the death of the body 
could not touch. To have slain the little one at Tarsus would 
only have have put him beyond the reach of sin and death. .. . 
Yet éven in those days Paul was a child born in sin. But he 
knew not right and wrong. Consequently, the sin which lay in 
his heart was powerless and inactive. The child grew to boy- 
hood. Through his mother’s lips the commandment of God 
cameto him. He learned that God had forbidden him to desire 
certain objects around. And now awoke to activity the innate 
but slumbering power of sin. Paul’s own depraved nature led 
him to break the law, and thus made him conscious of the pres- 
ence and power of sin. His death was the loss of the life he 
possessed in the days of innocence.* 


*Commentary on Romans, p. 205. 


Dr. Beet claims that this is the interpretation of Origen, 
with which Meyer and Godet concur. He thus joins the 
ancient and the modern interpreters in the support of his 
exposition. On the other hand, Dr. Shedd says: 


It is seeming life antithetic to the seeming death of sin in the 
preceding verse. The enjoyment of sin and the absence of re- 
morse make up a false and counterfeit life which is the charac- 
teristic of the unconverted sinner. . . . The life intended here, 
in ἔζων, is the same with that expressed in the second member of 
the epicure’s dictum: dum vivimus, vivamus, or in the common 
phrases, “ high life” and “seeing life.” * 


The word “dead,” in the preceding verse, he explains as 
“unconvicted,” “without remorse.” “Only a seeming death 
is meant, like the death of sleep. Compare Shakespeare’s ‘We 
were dead of sleep’ (Tempest, v, i).” 

These two widely divergent views, by two of the latest and 
most eminent commentators, show how arduous a task it is 
to determine or ascertain the exact meaning of the apostle’s 
phrase. 

It is difficult to conceive that Paul should have referred to 
the period antecedent to responsibility, that is, to his childhood 
state, without some more definite intimation of it. There is 
no other instance of such reference on the part of Paul. Be- 
sides, it is not a state which results in death to which sin 
brought him, but a state of death. “Sin revived... I died.” 
The same remark will apply to Dr. Shedd’s, “seeming death as 
contrasted with seeming life.” The whole transaction is too 
intensely real to justify these interpretations. 

Sin was in Paul’s view a terrible reality, from which he had 
obtained deliverance through Christ ; and he here adverts to his 
former state, when the law revealed to him his sinfulness, and 
became his school-master to bring him to Christ. Is it not 
better to affirm that by being “alive” the apostle meant to be 
without a consciousness of sin—in astate of enjoyment? When 
he did not understand the true nature of the law he thought 
himself a keeper of the law. Neither the statement that “ his 
death was the loss of the life he possessed in the days of his 
innocence,” nor that “the life intended here in ἔζῶν is that ex- 
pressed in the second member of the epicure’s dictum,” meets 


* Shedd’s Commentary on Romans, p. 183. 


the requirements of Paul’s argument. His life, so far as we 
know it, was an intensely serious life. “I verily thought with 
myself that I ought to do many things contrary to the name of 
Jesus of Nazareth.” He affirms the rectitude of his purposes 
and his consequent satisfaction with his own course. It was 
not “a false, counterfeit life;” it was an earnest life, but a mis- 
taken one, actually enjoying its deeds, until the commandment 
came and awakened hit to its real character. He himself says 
of his condition before conversion: “ As touching the law, a 
Pharisee ; concerning zeal, persecuting the Church.” On the 
other hand, by being dead, νεκρά, he means consciousness of be- 
ing a sinner, deserving of the penalty due to those who violate 
the law of God. 

With this interpretation in mind we may profitably examine 
the passage more closely. “1 was alive without the law once.” 
When was the once—noré—when was he alive? It was the 
time when he was χωρὶς νόμου. The text does not say, without 
the law—that is, that he had not the law—but apart from the 
consideration or full comprehension of law, he was alive. 

Meyer on Rom. iii, 28, on χωρὶς ἔργων νόμου, explains “ with- 
out the co-operation therein of works of law (ver. 20), which 
on the contrary remain apart from all connection with it.” It 
does not mean, then, without the possession of law, but with- 
out taking law into the account he was alive, but when a clear 
and full revelation of law came to him he died. Similarly 
Piele interprets : 

For when the pressure of law is not felt, a man’s propensity to 
sin is not felt; it is even, as it were, dead within him.... Yea, I 
once, because I felt not the full significance and constraining 
power of law, had spiritual life in me, as I thought. 

His being alive was not in connection with the ante-legal state, 
as Beet affirms, but witb his condition apart from law. In this 
state he had a life of which he was deprived by the coming of the 
Jaw in its fullness. When did this sense of the law fully come 
to him? Was it not when he was awakened on his way to 
Damascus? Then it was that he realized his inability to save 
himself by law, and surrendered himself to accept the gratuitous 
salvation provided by Christ. It was when sin deceived him, 
and through the law slew him, that he cried out for deliver- 


ance. The coming of the law into his consciousness was the 
4 


coming of death, because it revealed to him sin, which results 
in spiritual and eternal death. 

Another exegetical difficulty has arisen at the fourteenth 
verse. The former part of the chapter uniformly employs the 
aorist tense, but at this point the present becomes the tense 
uniformly employed. How can this change be accounted for? 
Dr. Whedon’s Commentary regards the whole passage (7-25) 
as a parenthesis, but offers no solution of this change of tense. 
He regards verses 7-12 as an expansion of verse 5, and verses 
13-25 as an expansion of 7-12, and remarks that “it is clear 
that all three passages do describe but one thing: how with the 
man in the flesh under the law the motions of sin bring forth 
death.” 

Some explanation, however, is clearly needed, and Dr. Shedd 
Says: 

St. Paul now turns to the experience of the regenerate. The 
sudden and striking change in verse 14 and continuing through 
the entire section, from the past to the present tense together 
with ποτέ in verse 9, indicates this.* 

It is the mark, or at least one of the marks, by which Paul 
reveals the transition from the condition of the unregenerate to 
that of the regenerate. 

Dr. Beet has also given an explanation, but a very different 
one. In his commentary on Rom. vii, 14, he says: 

Notice the change from the past to the present. In order to 
explain the purpose of a bygone event, namely, “sin slew me,” 
Paul describes the abiding state of death in which that event 
placed him. The event of death is past, the state of death is 
present. 

Again he says: 


It has been objected to the view here advocated that the 
change of tense between verses 18 and 14 implies a change of 
time. But we saw under verse 14 that the past tenses describe 
the event of death; the present tenses describe the abiding state 
which followed the event. . . . I account therefore for the gram- 
matical structure of the passage by saying that Paul throws him- 
self into the past and writes as though it were present.... The 
past and present tenses are distinguished not only in time but as 
different modes of viewing an action. The past tense looks upon 
it as already complete; the present, as going on before our eyes. 
He is at liberty, therefore, to use that tense which enables him 


* Shedd’s Commentary on Romans, 1. c. 


to present most vividly the picture before him, This mode of 
speech is common to all languages: but it is a conspicuous feat- 
ure of the language in which this epistle is written. (See Kueh- 
ner, Greek Grammar, ὃ 382, 2.) ... In the narration of past events 
the present is frequently used, especially in principal sentences, 
but not infrequently in subordinate sentences, while in the vivid- 
ness of the presentation the past is looked upon as present. 


In other words, at the fourteenth verse, for greater vividness 
of expression, or to make the language more pictorial, Paul em- 
ploys the present tense. Dr. Beet, in common with Dr. Whedon, 
regards the paragraph as continuous and having no break in the 
subject. Dr. Shedd divides it into two sections, making the 
break at this point. But just why the ἐγὼ remains with a com- 
plete change of reference does not clearly appear. 

Alford explains: 

I believe the true account will be nearly as follows: From 
verses 7-13, inclusive, is Aistorical, and the ἐγὼ there is the his- 
torical self, under the working of conviction of sin, and showing 
the work of the law. . . . Then at verse 14 Paul, according to 
a habit very common to him, keeps hold of the carnal self, and 
still having it in view, transfers himself into his present position, 
altering the past tense to the present. 


Meyer also regards the paragraph as continuous: 


For the subject is in verses 14-25 necessarily the same—and 
that, indeed, in its unredeemed condition—as previously gave its 
psychological history prior to and under the law (hence the pre- 
terites in verses 7-13), and now depicts its position confronting 
(dé) the pneumatic nature of the law (hence the presents in verse 
14, 77)... .. It is true the situation which the apostle thus exhibits in 
his own representative ego, was for himself as an individual one 
long since past; but he realizes it as present, and places it before 
their eyes like a picture, in which the stand-point of the happier 
present in which he now finds himself renders possible the per- 
spective that lends to every feature of his portrait the light of 
clearness and truth. 


Will it not be better to assume that the change of tense is 
due to the transition from an historical fact in his own experi- 
ence, antecedent to the revelation of the law to him in its full- 
ness, to a statement of a universal experience of all men, then 
and now, of the antagonism between a spiritual law which can 
only be fulfilled by a spiritual man, and the natural man. What 
he states in verses 7-13 is the fact that in his own case the law 
was a benediction and not an evil; that it revealed to him his 


sinfulness; while in verses 14-25 he affirms an antagonism be- 
tween the spiritual law and the natural man, which belongs to 
all men, and which is true of all men now, as the former fact 
was to him in Ais earlier experience. 

The change of tense without notice is not infrequent in 
Paul’s writings. His digressions are made without warning to 
the reader ; aslight shade of thought passing through his mind, 
or the mention of a single word, is enough to set him off into 
a digression which illumines the subject under discussion and 
places it amid larger environments. 

Who is meant by the ἐγὼ running through this section is 
another of the controverted points to which attention needs to 
be called. Is it Paul himself, or does he speak in a representa- 
tive capacity ? 

Augustine, with others, regards the ἐγὼ as Paul himself, and 
this is the most natural meaning to be placed upon the language. 
Granting that in other places he employs the ἐγὼ and ἡμεῖς meta- 
phorically, or, in his own language, 1 Cor. iv, 6, μετεσχημάτισα, 
it does not follow that such usage is applicable here. He is 
writing to the Roman Church, who would not be supposed to 
know this method of personification of the apostle, and would 
naturally interpret in a straightforward manner. 

Farther, it is inconceivable that he would do so in an epistle 
so important, and in which he was embodying a system of 
doctrine for the Church in the capital of the civilized world. 
The fact also that the ἐγὼ is carried throughout the para- 
graph, with the employment of the plural but twice, would 
indicate that he uses it in the ordinary sense. The pertinency 
also of the illustration would be more clear, and its influence 
greater on his hearers, if at this point he related his own ex- 
perience in relation to the value of the law. And yet, as 
Tholuck observes, we require always to keep in view that Paul 
compresses individual experiences into general propositions and 
results. 

The reader who takes up this book merely to ascertain its 
meaning, and looking at this passage as isolated from its con- 
nection after the manner already indicated as the initial step in 
the exposition of a passage, would not hesitate to believe that 
Paul is here using himself as an illustration of the doctrine he is 
enforcing ; namely, the inability of the law to save the sinner, 


and at the same time its excellence in revealing sin and in 
awakening a sense of sin. 

Nor are we justified in accepting the different uses of ἐγὼ 
in the passage as claimed by Dr. Shedd.* He remarks, that in 
order to correct exegesis it is necessary in the outset to notice 
two senses in which ἐγὼ is used in this section by St. Paul: 

1. Comprehensive ; 2. Limited. The comprehensive ἐγὼ de- 
notes the entire person of the believer, as actuated by both the 
Holy Spirit and the remainders of the evil principle of sin. The 
ἐγὼ in this sense is complete, and contains a mixture of both the 
spiritual and the carnal, in which, however, the spiritual predom- 
inates. The limited ἐγὼ, on the other hand, denotes the person 
of the believer only as actuated by the Holy Spirit, omitting and 
excluding the workings of remaining sin. The instances of this 
latter signification are only two, namely: ἐγὼ in verses 17 and 
20, qualitied by οὐκέτι. This limited ἐγὼ is also described in 
verse 22 as ὁ ἔσω ἄνθρωπος, and in verses 23 and 25 as ὁ νόμος 
tov νοός. The comprehensive ἐγὼ includes the limited ἐγὼ plus 
the remnants of the old sinful nature. The limited ἐγὼ includes 
only the new principle of holiness minus these remnants. The 
former is a complex of grace and sin; the latter is grace simply 
and only. 


This analysis is exceedingly clear, and is put in the masterly 
and analytic style for which Dr. Shedd is so justly admired. 
Of course, if we assume the stand-point of Dr. Shedd, namely, 
that Paul is describing in verses 14-25 a regenerate man, some 
such discrimination in the meaning of ἐγὼ in different parts of 
this paragraph is necessary; but if, on the other hand, we look at 
this passage in its parts as we are now doing, the student would 
scarcely suspect any such subtle discrimination. It is supposa- 
ble that he would continue to use the ἐγὼ in the same sense 
throughout the same discussion. 

Looking at this passage in the absence of a theory of inter- 
pretation, we reach the conclusion that Paul is here speaking 
of his own experience at some point in his past life or during 
some condition of it. 

It is important to notice that one of the points made by Dr. 
Shedd in explanation, if not in proof, of his discrimination be- 
tween the unlimited and the limited ἐγὼ is, that the comprehen- 
sive ἐγὼ “contains a mixture of both the spiritual and the car- 
nal, in which, however, the spiritual predominates.” At what 


* Shedd’s Commentary on Romans, Ὁ. 191. 


point in this chapter does the “spiritual predominate?” This 
is a question of the utmost importance. It can be answered 
only by referring to the passage itself. The quotations are 
from the late Revision: “ For we know that the law is spiritual : 
but Iam carnal, sold under sin” (ver. 14); “What I hate, that 
I do” (ver. 15); “For the good which I would I do not: but 
the evil which I would not, that I practise” (ver. 19); “For I 
delight in the law of God after the inward man : but I see a 
different law in my members, warring against the law of my 
mind, and bringing me into captivity under the law of sin which 
isin my members. O wretched man that Iam! who shall de- 
liver me out of the body of this death?” Vers. 22-24. 

This passage, which Dr. Whedon felicitiously calls the battle of 
the I’s, is remarkable for the fact that victory never is with the 
I of the higher nature, but invariably with the I of the lower 
nature. It is a conflict between σάρξ, and νοῦς, in which the σὰρξ 
is invariably victor. The bearing of the twenty-fifth verse is 
simply to summarize the nature of the conflict. The conclusion 
was interrupted by the thanksgiving of the apostle that in his 
helplessness he had found deliverance in Jesus Christ. One 
who is conversant with the style of Paul will see in this verse, 
in its relation to the previous context, a familiar form of Pauline 
style. He is describing the conflict with all the fervor of recol- 
lections which were vivid and fresh ; he reaches the point where 
the helplessness of the natural man becomes overpowering; he 
cries out for deliverance in one of the most impassioned utter- 
ances to be found in any language, and, full of rapturous joy, 
bursts into thanksgiving for the prospect of deliverance and for 
the deliverer. It is the mighty sweep of his great soul, stirred 
to its very depths, that could not stop until rescued from his state 
of nature and brought into the state of grace. He then stops, 
and in a single sentence he recalls the conflict and the parties 
to it. ‘So then I myself with the mind serve the law of God; 
but with the flesh the law of sin.” Ver. 25. 

This brings us to a point of practical importance: is it the 
regenerate man battling with indwelling sin who is here de- 
scribed, or is it the natural man in whom the higher and the 
lower natures are in conflict? The Z myself, in the twenty-fifth 
verse, has the two parts already indicated ; namely, the νοῦς and 
the σάρξ. Do these two parts constitute the natural man or the 


spiritual nan? We must be careful here in the definition of 
our terms. If by the natural man it is meant to describe a 
man who has no spiritual light, no divine voice speaking to him, 
then it must be conceded that this is a description too high 
for such a person; but if we bear in mind that this is one to 
whom the law has spoken, and who has been awakened by the 
Spirit of God, then we have a description in harmony with 
human experience in all ages of the Church. 

The exact point of discussion, however, is, whether the 
νοῦς, ow ἄνθρωπος, πνεῦμα, are here identical. Dr. Shedd says, 
ἔσω ἄνθρωπον is identical with the limited ἐγὼ of verses 17 and 
20, and 6 νόμος τοῦ νοὸς in verse 23, and ὁ νοῦς (put for νόμος 
τοῦ νοὺς in verse 25). He quotes Pareus: ‘ Jnterior homo est 
novus sew regeneratus, mens tluminata, voluntas renovata,” 
with approval. His own statement is most emphatic: 


But St. Paul’s description of the ἔσω ἄνθρωπος makes it to be a 
dominant and controlling principle, able to struggle with and 
triumph over the powerful remnants of corruption (vii, 25). It 
is not a weak and vacillating aspiration, but a strong and abiding 
disposition. The ἔσω ἄνθρωπος is the human spirit regenerated 
and inhabited by the Holy Spirit. It is not the merely human, 
but the human and divine in synthesis. 


It is not the contention of this paper that it is not the 
“human and divine in synthesis,’ for the immanence of the 
divine in human consciousness is nowhere denied, but that the 
person here described is not the “human spirit regenerate.” It 
is not a man who is “ without God in the world,’ but one to 
whom God has come in enlightening and awakening power, but 
not in regenerating power. 

Itis to be noted, first of all, that the word spiritual or spirit 
does not occur between the fourteenth verse of the seventh 
chapter and the second verse of the eighth chapter. In chap- 
ter vii, verse 14, we read: ‘“ We know that the law is spirit- 
ual: but I am carnal, sold under sin.” Hodge and Meyer define 
πνευματικὸς as being “the expression of the Holy Spirit, the ab- 
solute rvedva.”” This is more than the mere statement that the 
law is the embodiment of the Holy Spirit, and is fulfilled, as 
Tholuck states, “only by those who are actuated by the Holy 
Spirit.” In other words, it is the statement that the spirit- 
ual man only can be in harmony with the spiritual law. If 


he is not spiritual, if he has not become a new creature, 
by the indwelling of the Holy Spirit, there must be a constant 
antagonism between him and this spiritual law. That the 
man here described is not in harmony, but in a state of antago- 
nism, is shown by the statement, “ But I am carnal, sold under 
sin.” It seems strange that one should say that the “ word 
πεπράμενος, like σάρκινός, is used relatively.” Certainly the figure 
of slavery is the strongest conceivable. If Paul had deliberately 
undertaken to build a phrase which should express a state of 
bondage most completely, he could not have framed one more 
expressive than that which he here employs. “It recalls 
the slave market and the master, whose property Paul now 
legally is.” 

The remaining description clearly shows a man in whom the 
σάρξ predominates. Moreover, the absence of πνεῦμα, and the 
substitution of νοῦς and ἔσω ἄνθρωπος, show the nature of the 
conflict as one which takes place in the man whom Paul de- 
scribes in the beginning of the contest as “carnal.” The ἔσω 
ἄνθρωπος determines nothing in itself as to its precise import 
in any particular place. It is merely the inner as opposed to 
the outer, and is to be explained according to the person under 
consideration. It may mean the mental as opposed to the phys- 
ical, in a regenerate or in an unregenerate man. The most 
recent New Testament lexicon (Thayer) defines ὁ ἔσω ἄνθρωπος 
“the internal, inner man, that is, the soul, conscience.” 

In 2 Cor. iv, 16, there is a direct contrast between the outer 
man and the inner man, the former referring to the corporeal, 
the latter to the intellectual. The meaning, a renewed man, 
cannot be drawn from the language itself, but must be gained, 
if at all, from its setting in the sentence. What it means will 
further appear from the word which in the passage represents 
it, namely, νοῦς. Thayer’s Lexicon defines this word as fol- 
lows: 


1. The mind, comprising alike the faculties of perceiving and 
understanding and those of feeling, judging, determining; hence, 
a) the intellectual faculty, the understanding, opposed to τὸ πνεῦ- 
pa, the spirit intensely roused and completely absorbed with di- 
vine things, but destitute of clear ideas of them;... 5) reason in 
the narrower sense, as the capacity for spiritual truth, the higher 
powers of the soul, the faculty of perceiving divine things, of 
recognizing goodness and of hating evil. 


These are the chief meanings assigned to the word, and it. 
will be seen that none of them include the element of regen- 
eration. There is such a thing as the renewal of the mind, 
ἡ ἀνακαίνωσις τοῦ νοός (Rom. xii, 2), but this renewal is the 
work of the Holy Spirit, which constitutes the essence of the 
new nature. In Eph. iv, 23, the apostle exhorts to “ be renewed 
in the spirit of your mind,” which Thayer* expounds “to be so 
changed that the spirit which governs the mind is renewed,” 
It is clear that without some words to qualify it, and show 
that it means a regenerate man, it cannot be so employed with- 
out violence to the ordinary usage of the word. 

If further proof were needed that this paragraph does not. 
refer to the regenerate Paul, but to Paul under law—con- 
victed, enlightened, but not saved—it will be found by recur- 
ring to the point in the apostle’s argument where this discus- 
sion begins, namely, at the sixth verse of this chapter: “So 
that we serve in newness of the spirit, and not in oldness of 
the letter:” ὥστε δουλεύειν ἡμᾶς ἐν καινότητι πνεύματος Kai ob 
παλαιότητι γράμματος. 

What are we to understand by καινότητι πνεύματος, and also 
by παλαιότητι γράμματος ? 

It weakens the force of the expressions very much to say, that 
πνεῦμα here is the “human spirit, enlightened, enlivened, and 
actuated by the divine; a new spirit in man compared with the 
previous one.” + 

The contrast here does not seem to be between the new 
spirit and the old letter, but between the new man — the 
new creature, animated by the Holy Spirit—and the old man, 
the unregenerate man, dominated by the law. The absence of 
the article with πνεύματος and γνάμματος does not conflict with 
this view, for it marks that while each is spoken of in its indi- 
vidual character, their qualitative aspect floats before the mind 
of the apostle. In the first part of the verse, having stated that. 
we are free from the law as a basis of justification, the apostle 
concludes with the result of the freedom; namely, a service: 
which proceeds from the indwelling of the Holy Spirit, and 
not a service under the dominance of the mere letter of the law. 
Then the πνεῦμα drops out of the discussion, until it re-appears. 
in the eighth chapter, as expressive of the characteristic mark of 


* Lexicon, on νοῦς. + Shedd. 


a regenerate man: “There is therefore now no condemnation 
to them that are in Christ Jesus. For the law of the Spirit 
of life in Christ Jesus made me free from the law of sin 
and of death.’ It is apparent, then, that νοῦς and ἔσω ἄνθρωπος 
do not equal πνεῦμα, but the condition of Paul antecedent to the 
entrance of the πνεῦμα into his heart. If the phrase sold wnder 
sin is to be taken in its full sense, and not “relatively” (the 
latter—Shedd), what shall be the interpretation of the twenty- 
second verse, “I delight in the law of God after the inward 
man,” συνήδομαι yap τῷ νόμῳ τοῦ θεοῦ κατὰ τὸν ἔσω ἄνθρωπον 4 
Perhaps there are few passages of Scripture where subject- 
ive considerations have apparently had more to do with inter- 
pretation than in the fourteenth and the twenty-third verses of 
this chapter. Angustine is said to have held the view of the 
early Greek commentators until, in a controversy, he came to the 
conclusion that συνήδημαι represented too high a state for the 
unregenerate man. Dr. Whedon, who gives full force to 
“sold under sin,” seems to weaken the force of this word. On 
the other hand, Dr. Shedd, who says πεπραμένος ὑπὸ ἁμαρτίαν is 
used relatively, affirms of συνήδομαι, “ It denotes a feeling of the 
heart, positive enjoyment.” He quotes as authority Plato’s 
Republic, which says: “ When any one of the citizens expe- 
riences any good or evil, the whole State will make his case 
their own, and either rejoice (ξυνησθήσεται) or sorrow with 
him.” Beet translates: “Iam pleased together with the law,” 
that is, “ what pleases the law pleases me.” He adds: “ The 
rendering, ‘I delight in the law,’ is less agreeable’ to the form 
of this not uncommon Greek word, and is supported only by 
one or two passages in the poets.” The passage from Plato’s 
Feeney quoted above, is a prose passage, and in contrast with 
“sorrow,” gives a strong sense of delight to this word. But 
why not let it have its full sense ? Ascuming, as is generally 
done, that the ἐγὼ is Paul himself, what objection to the state- 
ment that even in his unregenerate state he delighted in the 
law of God? The law had encompassed him from his childhood. 
It had been the study of his life; his zeal for it had never 
died. It is true, before his conversion he did not see the depth 
of its meaning, but it was the law of his God and of his people, 
nevertheless. The inward man, though, even before regenera- 
tion, delighted in that law. It was probable that there was 


never an hour in his history when he would not have said with 
the psalinist, “ Thy law is my delight;” “The law of thy 
mouth is more precious to me than thousands of gold and of 
silver.” Instead of being surprised that Paul used this expres- 
sion of himself at that time, would it not be more surprising if 
he had used any weaker words to express his regard for the 
law, which had not only been his inheritance, but the subject 
of his meditations for so many years ? 

But if we go further, and regard Paul as representing here 
not only himself, but the non-Jewish world, there need be no 
modification of the full meaning of the language. If by the 
natural man we mean the natural man to whom the law has 
come with its grandeur and perfection; if we assume only the 
law written in the heart of the pagan, and the enlightenment 
which God does not withhold froin those who desire the truth, 
it may still be affirmed, without predicating “of the character 
of the natural man what the Church dogma decidedly denies 
to it.” 

That the pagan world did have some lofty conceptions of a 
similar conflict to the one represented in this paragraph is 
shown by quotations made by Dr. Beet, whose views have been 
already frequently mentioned : 


It has been objected that the language of the section is inap- 
plicable to men not yet justified. But we find similar language 
on the lips of Greek and Roman pagans. Compare Seneca’s Let- 
ters, 52: “ What is it that draws us in one direction while striving 
to go in another, and impels us toward that which we wish to 
avoid?” . . . Xenophon’s Cyropzdia, vi, 1, 41: “I have evident- 
ly two souls, ... for if I have only one it would not be at 
the same time good and bad; nor would it desire at the same 
time both honorable and dishonorable works; nor would it at the 
same time both wish and not wish to do the same things. But it 
is evident that there are two souls, and that when the good one is 
in power the honorable things are practiced, but when the bad, 
the dishonorable things are attempted.” . . . Euripides, Medea, 
1078: “1 know what sort of bad things I am going to do, but 
passion is stronger than my purposes. And this is to mortals a 
cause of great evils.” Ido not say that these passages teach the 
great truth to prove which Paul quotes his own experience. Nor 
do they mention the law of God. But they prove that in many 
cases men are carried along against their better judgment to do bad 
things. . . . And these passages also prove that even in pagans 
there is an inward man which approves what God’s law approves. 


If we consult the experiences of Christian men before con- 
version, we will find many who, even in their sinful state, could 
say, “I delight in the law of God after the inward man.” The 
awakening of the conscience shows also the beauty of the di- 
vine law. There are things, beautiful things, whose contem- 
plation gives delight, but to which we either do not care to 
come or cannot come. In fact, it is one of the deepest proofs 
of our depravity that when we see the law, the good, even 
when we desire it, we do not or cannot grasp it and keep it. 
How terrible the condition of one dying of thirst with water 
within reach, who is so under bondage that he will not and 
cannot stretch forth his hand to take it! The whole trend of 
thought of the Epistle to the Romans is not to show that men 
do not know the good or desire it, but that, appreciating the 
good, and even desiring it, they do not perform it, and are help- 
less to save themselves from their condition. Who more likely 
to ery out, “O wretched man that I am! who shall deliver 
me?” than he who is in the condition above described? It is 
the cry of a helpless soul, and is followed by a thanksgiving 
for deliverance wrought by Jesus Christ. Paul represents the 
whole creation as groaning for deliverance, and this groaning 
God has heard. 

The characteristic of the new man is the presence and power 
of the Holy Spirit, and this new creation of God in the human 
soul, and giving the victory, is brought to view in the beginning 
of the eighth chapter. In this chapter we pass to a new stage 
of man’s history, and that stage is marked by the introduction 
of the key-word of the Christian religion and of the Christian 
life—the Holy Spirit. 

It has thus been attempted to set forth some of the points 
of divergence in the interpretation of this profound study of 
the great apostle, but not in any formal way to harmonize 
theological theories. And yet they have a most important bear- 
ing upon great doctrines and experiences of the Christian life. 
At another time the doctrinal bearings of this chapter and of 
its interpretations may be considered. 

Henry A. Borvz. 


II.—THE GNOMIC AORIST IN THE NEW TESTAMENT 


Tur best known and most elaborate New Testament grammar* 
now extant denies the existence of this form of Greek usage in 
the New Testament. On the other hand, an authority no less 
eminent for Greek grammatical scholarship + admits this mode 
of expression in the grammar of the New Testament, and gives 
a few examples of its use. The contradictory views, expressed 
by grammarians so eminent, allow the inference that the ques- 
tion is not settled, and that any contribution on such a subject, 
even viewed as a matter of philological inquiry, is not without 
value. 

When, however, the usage is one which has its application 
in some of the life-truths of the New Testament, it becomes 
not only a scholastic delight, but a duty, to investigate the 
topic. Neither of the grammarians referred to—Winer or 
Buttmann—have made any use of it in its bearing on difficult 
exegetical problems. An inquiry into this usage is not out of 
place, especially if it can be shown to have an application to 
some interesting and difficult passages of Holy Scripture. 

The accuracy of the Greek language in the expression of 
the finer shades of meaning is too well known to need special 
argument. It is this which gave to it such a wonderful adapta- 
tion to convey to mankind the teachings of Christ and his 
apostles, and it is one of the recognized providential prepara- 
tions for the Saviour’s advent. It is therefore natural to sup- 
pose, that although the language at the time of Christ varied 
largely from Attic purity, it would yet retain those elements 
of special value for the conveyance of the loftiest thoughts on 
spiritual things. 

It is at this point, however, that Winer makes his strong 
objection to the existence of the gnomic Aorist in the New 
Testament. It is in his view a refinement too subtle for the 
writers of the New Testament. It is well known that some 
of the finer forms have disappeared. Especially is this the 
ease in the use of the particles. This laxity in the use of 


* “A Treatise on the Grammar of New Testament Greek,” by Dr. G. B. Winer. 
+ “A Grammar of New Testament Greek,” by Alexander Buttman. 


particles is not confined to New Testament Greek, but is found 
also in some of the Attic prose writers.* Other variations are 
frequent and need not be enumerated. Without claiming for 
it the character of Attic purity, it is yet a language which, 
though modified by Hebraisms and other causes, is well calcu- 
lated to express the rich thoughts which the sacred writers 
intended to convey. 

The question before us is not whether some of the choice 
forms of expression had passed away at the time when the 
New Testament was written, but whether this precise form, the 
gnomic Aorist, had entirely disappeared. It is not necessary 
to show that it was frequently employed, but that it is clearly 
found there. The gnomic Aorist is, as will afterward appear, 
that form of speech which expresses proverbs or genera) 
truths, and is of the nature of a pictorial or vivid presentation 
of asubject. This is precisely the characteristic which belongs 
to the New Testament, and is especially characteristic of the 
writings of the apostle Paul. His style is graphic, and par- 
takes often rather of the characteristics of the orator face to 
face with his audience than of the prose writer dispassionately 
and methodically discussing his subject. And yet in his most 
rhetorical flights logic and precision of expression are rigidly 
maintained. 

One of the finest forms of Greek usage is that of conditional 
sentences. These distinctions are for the most part rigidly 
maintained. The force of many passages in the writings of 
Paul is clearly seen by noticing the form of the conditional 
sentence employed. It is not intended to maintain the exact 
conformity to classical models, but a general adherence to 
them. A clear case of this is found in Gal. i, 8-10: 

᾿Αλλὰ Kai ἐὰν ἡμεῖς ἢ ἄγγελος ἐξ οὐρανοῦ εὐαγγελίζηται ὑμῖν παρ᾽ 
ὃ εὐηγγελισάμεθα ὑμῖν, ἀνάθεμα ἔστω. ὡς προειρήκαμεν, καὶ ἄρτι 
πάλιν λέγω, εἴ τις ὑμᾶς εὐαγγελίζεται παρ᾽ ὃ παρελάβετε, ἀνάθεμα 
ἔστω. ἄρτι γὰρ ἀνθρώπους πείθω ἢ τὸν Θεόν; ἢ ζητῶ ἀνθρώποις ἀρέσκειν ; 
εἰ γὰρ ἔτι ἀνθρώποις ἤρεσκον, Χριστοῦ δοῦλος οὐκ ἂν ἤμην. 

Here, within the compass of three verses, three out of the 
four forms of conditional sentences are employed, with clear 
discrimination of the meanings of them. If the conditional 
sentence is so well preserved, why not the gnomic Aorist? It 

* Buttman, p. 71. 


a probability can be established that such will be the ease, it 
will help in the investigation of the passages where it is sup-. 
posed to be employed. We propose to give a few illustrations 
of this usage from classical Greek, taken almost at random from 
examples in classical grammars in common use, and then to 
inquire into the biblical usage. That it is a common form in 
Greek, we can readily see by the following citations : 
Curtius’s Greek Grammar, sec. 494, says : 


The Aorist Indicative is used in statements of experience, im- 
plying that a thing once happened, but admitting an application 
to all times: poet. τῷ χρόνῳ ἡ δίκη πάντως ἦλθ' αποτσαμένη, with 
time avenging justice always came, (and hence always comes;) 
καὶ βραδὺς εὔβουλος εἷλεν ταχὺν ἄνδρα διώκων, even a slow man 
when well advised overtook (overtakes) by pursuit a quick man, 
In English we employ the Present in such general assertions, and 
often add such adverbs as usually, commonly, always, etc.; τὰς 
τῶν φαύλων συνουσίας ὀλίγος χρόνος διελυσεν, a short time usuall 
dissolves the associations of the bad. This Aorist is called the 
gnomic Aorist, because it is often used in gnomes, proverbs, or 
maxims. 


Jelf, sec. 402, 1, says: 


As the force of the Aorist may extend over the whole space of 
past time, without reference to any single definite moment, it is 
used to express an action which took place repeatedly in past 
time, or in the statement of some general fact or habitual prac- 
tice which operated at different indefinite moments of past time. 


Goodwin, “ Moods and Tenses,” see. 30, 1, says: 


The Aorist and sometimes the Perfect Indicative are used in 
animated language to express general truths. These are called 
the gnomic Aorist and the gnomic Perfect, and are usually trans- 
lated by our Present. These tenses give a more vivid statement 
of general truths by employing a distinct case or several distinct 
cases in past time to represent (as it were) all possible cases, and 
implying that which has occurred wil occur again under similar 
circumstances. 


These statements, from strictly classical grammars of the 
Greek language, show how prevalent this usage was among 
the best authors. 

When we come to the New Testament, Winer objects. His 
language is: “In no passage of the New Testament does the 
Aorist express an habitual act.” * 


* Thayer’s Translation, pp. 201, 202, 


In reply to this we quote at length from “ Buttman’s Gram- 
mar,” already mentioned : 


According to Moller’s exposition, this Aorist, used alike by 
poets and prose writers of every age, can, indeed, express habit- 
ualness; but just as well, and still more frequently, the necessity 
or universality of an action or state, which does not, like habit- 
ualness, permit of exceptions. Since, now, this Aorist was em- 
ployed for the most part in general propositions deduced from 
experience—propositions whose contents are valid not only for 
the past, but also for the present and the future—the title, “Gnomic 
Aorist,” designates more correctly its essential nature. 

Its use in Greek occurs not only in similitudes, propositions 
involving comparisons, (as so often in Homer,) and ideal pictures, 
(Plato, Pheedr., p. 246, sq.,) but also in abstract, maxim-like dec- 
larations, founded in practical observation. (See the examples 
from Thucyd. and Demosth., given by Moller.) 

When, then, Winer asserts that the Aorist never in the 
New Testament expresses what is habitual, the assertion is well 
founded so far forth as the peculiarity of the Aorist in ques- 
tion is not adequately described by the feature of habitualness ; 
but the occurrence of the gnomic Aorist, according to the above 
description of it, ought at the same time not to be denied. For 
the objection that the whole idiom presumes too nice an observ- 
ance of the laws of classic Greek, and greater familiarity with 
them than can be supposed in the New Testament authors, may 
perhaps be decisive for a portion of them, but not forall. On 
the contrary, the employment of the Aorist, as the most common 
historic tense, corresponds perfectly to the character of popular 
expression, which so gladly endeavors to break away from the 
form of abstract presentation, and spontaneously falls into the 
tone of narration. Observe the form of the Homeric compari- 
sons, or the description of the shield in the Iliad, where, moreover, 
Imperfects and Aorists continually alternate in the narrative. 

If, then, it is evident, from the exposition given, that the New 
‘Testament writers, so far forth as their writings, philologically 
viewed, are products of Greek modes of thought, must have been 
led by the very nature of the popular language to use this Aorist 
as a matter of course when occasion occurred, (and the cases 
would certainly be more numerous if the compass of the books 
were greater, since with the present compass they are already 
pretty numerous,) ete. 


He sustains this view by the following examples: 


Jamesi, 9, sg.: Καυχάσθω dé ὃ ἀδελφὸς ὁ ταπεινὸς ἐν τῷ ὕψει αὐτοῦ. 
δὲ πλούσιος ἐν τῇ ταπεινώσει αὐτοῦ, ὅτι ὡς ἄνθος χόρτου παρελεύ- 
σεται. ἀνέτειλε γὰρ ὃ ἥλιος σὺν τῷ καύσωνι, καὶ ἐξήρανε τὸν χόρ- 
τον, καὶ τὸ ἄνθος αὐτοῦ ἐξέπεσε, καὶ ἡ εὐπρέπεια τοῦ προσώπου αὐτοῦ 
(ἀπώλετο. οὕτω καὶ ὁ πλούσιος ἐν ταῖς πορείαις αὐτοῦ μαρανθήσεται. 


The Revised translation reads: 


But let the brother of low degree glory in his high estate: and 
the rich, in that he is made low: because as the flower of the 
grass he shall passaway. For the sun ariseth with the scorching 
wind, and withereth the grass; and the flower thereof fudleth, 
and the grace of the fashion of it perisheth: so also shall the 
rich man fade away in his goings. 

In the above passage ἀνέτειλε, ἐξήρανε, ἐξέπεσε, and ἀπώλετο are 
employed as gnomic Aorists, and so recognized by the Revisers. 

Further, James i, 23: ὅτι ef τις ἀκροατὴς λόγου ἐστὶ καὶ οὐ 
ποιητής, οὗτος ἔοικεν ἀνδρὶ κατανοοῦντι τὸ πρόσωπον τῆς γενέσεως 
αὐτοῦ ἐν ἐσόπτρῳ. κατενόησε γὰρ ἑαντὸν καὶ ἀπελήλυθε, καὶ εὐθέως 
ἐπελάθετο ὁποῖος ἢν. 


Revised translation : 


For if any one is a hearer of the word, and not a doer, he is 
like unto a man beholding his natural face in a mirror: for he be- 
Aoldeth himself, and goeth away, and straightway forgetteth what 
manner of man he was. 


Here the Aorists are similarly translated. 

Similar to instance in James i, 11, is 1 Peter i, 24: διότι 
‘ndoa σὰρξ ὡς χόρτος, καὶ πᾶσα δόξα ἀνθρώπου ὡς ἄνθος χόρτου. 
ἐξηράνθη ὁ χόρτος, καὶ τὸ ἄνθος αὐτοῦ ἐξέπεσε" 

For, 
All flesh is as grass, 


And all the glory thereof as the flower of grass. 
The grass withereth, and the flower falleth. 


From the same source, namely, the requirements of historic 
presentation, proceed the Aorists in Paul’s doctrinal analysis in 
Rom. viii, 29: ob¢ προέγνω, καὶ προώρισεν" . . od¢ δὲ προώρισεν, τού- 
τους Kal ἐκάλεσεν. καὶ οὺς ἐκάλεσεν, τούτους καὶ ἐδικαίωσεν" οὺς δὲ 
ἐδικαίωσεν τούτους καὶ ἐδόξασεν ; hence it is not necessary to assume 
that the last Aorist (ἐδόξασεν) differs in force from all the rest. 

Finally, the two Aorists in John xv, 6, may also, in part, at 
least, be included under the head of the gnomic Aorist, inas- 
much as the thought contains an experimental truth set forth 
figuratively, in which the two momentary acts (ἐβλήθη, ἐξηράνθη) 
come into manifest antithesis to the continuous one denoted by 
the Present, (συνάγουσιν :) ἐὰν μή τις μείνῃ ἐν ἐμοί, ἐβλήθη ἔζω ὡς 
τὸ κλῆμα, καὶ ἐξηράνθη, καὶ συνάγουσιν αὐτὰ καὶ εἰς πῦρ βάλλουσι, 
καὶ καίεται. 

ὅ 


Revised translation: 


If a man abide not in me, he és cast forth as a branch, and is 
withered; and they gather them, and cast them into the fire, and 
they are burned. 


The above examples are taken from Buttman, but we have 
introduced the Revised translation to show that our recent. 
revisers understood them in the same way. 

It thus appears from unquestioned grammatical authority 
that the gnomic Aorist exists in the New Testament. 

It is further to be noticed that the same usage prevails in 
the Old Testament, affording a further reason why it should 
be found in the New Testament. It is distinctly recognized. 
by Hebrew grammarians. 

Driver, “Use of Tenses in Hebrew,” speaking of the Hebrew 
Perfect, (preterite,) says: “It is used to express general truths 
known to have actually occurred, and so proved from experi- 
ence; here again the idiomatic rendering in English is by 
means of the Present.” He also remarks, in note under the 
Perfect: “Both the Perfect and Aorist (the gnomic Aorist) 
are similarly used in Greek, that is, to express general truths 
known to have occurred.” 

Job xxviii, 8-11, LXX, is an instance: καὶ οὐκ ἐπάτησαν οὐτὸν 
υἱοὶ ἀλαζόνων, ὀνπαρῆλϑεν ἐπ’ αὐτῆς λέων, sq. 

The Hebrew, of special interest, is from the ninth and tenth 
Verses : 


ping mines apwbo: ypa ode nies ton win yan fy ndv wndns 
ee te eae ey arate age Wea te eee one 


The lion’s whelps have not trodden it, nor the fierce lion passed 
by it. 

He putteth forth his hand upon the rock; he overturneth the 
mountains by the roots. 

He cutteth out rivers among the rocks; and his eye seeth every 
precious thing. 


The English translation treats the Greek and Hebrew as 
instances of the past, with the gnomic meaning. 

It will be noticed that in this passage the Hebrew verbs are 
in the preterite tense and the Greek in the Aorist, while the 
English translation is in the present tense. 

_ Another instance is found in the first psalm: “Blessed is 
the man that walketh not in the counsel of the ungodly, nor 


standeth in the way of sinners, nor sitteth in the seat of the 
scornful.” Gesenius* cites this as an instance of the gnomic 
Aorist. The Hebrew 92, τον, 22", which are verbs in the He- 


brew Preterite, are rendered in the Septuagint by ἐπορεύθη, 
ἔστη, ἐκάθισεν, and in the English by the Present. So, also, the 
passage already cited, 1 Peter i, 24, is a quotation from the 
Septuagint of Isaiah, and shows in the Old Testament and in 
the New the gnomic characteristics. 


Ewald,t also, speaks of the Hebrew Perfect (preterite) as ex- 
pressing “general truths which are plainly taught, and already 
fully established by experience,” as “the wicked man, ys, de- 


spises God, and frequently in comparisons and proverbs.” 

It thus appears that this form of syntax exists both in Greek 
and Hebrew.t It is found in Homer, as well as in the authors 
who wrote in the most polished period of Greek literature. 
It belongs, therefore, to the language of the New Testament 
by right. We may fitly claim that it may legitimately enter 
into the discussion of such passages of the New Testament as 
may be affected by it. 

If the gnomic Aorist be recognized as a part of the structure 
of New Testament Greek, it follows that it may be legitimately 
employed in the exposition of passages which involve doctrinal 
distinctions as well as in mere historic presentation. 

It may be well to begin with a passage in Galatians, chap. 
li, 10: μόνον τῶν πτωχῶν ἵνα μνημονεύωμεν, ὃ καὶ ἐσπούδασα αὐτὸ 
τοῦτο ποιῆσαι. 

The late Revision translates, “Only they would that we should 
remember the poor; which very thing I was also zealous to do.” 

What is the nature of the Aorist ἐσπούδασαϊξ The apostle, 
in this part of the epistle, is proving the independence of his 
apostolic authority, and that although he, with Barnabas, had 
gone up to Jerusalem, as delegates to the apostolic council, 
he, nevertheless, had derived no special information from that 
body which should dictate his teachings. He declares that 
they had only enjoined upon them the duty of remembering 
the poor, “ which very thing I was also zealous to do.” When 

* Mitchell's Edition, sec. 126, 3. 

+ “Syntax of the Hebrew Language of the Old Testament.” Translated by 


James Kennedy, B.D., p. 5. 
{ See also Green’s Hebrew Grammar, sec. 262, 3. 


was he zealous to do it? At the point of time when the injunc- 
tion was delivered, or at a subsequent period? He evidently 
means to say that on this point he needed no special counsel, 
as his zeal in this direction was habitual to him. Alford says, 
“Then and always: it was my habit ”—and refers to Rom. xv, 
25-27; 1 Cor. xvi, 1-4; 2 Cor. viii, 4; Acts xxiv, 17, as proof 
of his habitual σπουδὴ. 

Ellicott finds it difficult to evade the force of Alford’s view, 
and shelters himself behind Winer’s denial of this usage in the 
New Testament. His bent is manifestly towards regarding it 
as a gnomic Aorist. His language is: “The Aorist is here cor- 
rectly used, not for the Perfect, (Conybeare,) nor even for the 
Pluperfect, nor yet exactly as expressing the habit, (compare 
Alford,) this usage being somewhat doubtful in the New Tes- 
tament, (see Winer, ete.,) but simply an historical fact which 
belongs to the past, without its being affirmed or denied that 
it may or may not continue to the present.” This distinguished 
and very accurate grammatical exegete seems here to feel the 
force of employing this as a gnomic Aorist, but shrinks from 
adopting in the exposition a usage not sanctioned by the recog- 
nized grammatical authority of Winer. The other passages 
adduced, however, justify the use here, and show that Paul 
employs the Aorist in this case to assert his habitual zeal in 
remembering the poor, and hence that the counsel they had 
received had added nothing to him. 

The passages, however, of the greatest importance in this 
connection are yet to be considered. 

Rom. iii, 23, is well worthy of attention in regard to its Aorist. 
It is, πάντες γὰς ἥμαρτον, καὶ ὑστεροῦνται της δόξῆς τοῦ Θεοῦ. This 
verse is translated in our late Revision, “For all have sinned, and 
fall short of the glory of God.” That our revisers have felt a 
difficulty in the employment of this Aorist, in the usual Aoris- 
tic sense, is clear. It was one of the cardinal laws of the Com- 
mittee to translate tenses uniformly, and they have adhered to 
their law in the case of the Aorist with great pertinacity. The 
difficulty of connecting the ordinary sense of the Aorist with 
the present tense, in the second clause of the sentence, con- 
fronted them, and they translate the Aorist by the Perfect. On 
the other hand, the very same word, in the very same tense, in 
Rom. v, 12, is translated “sinned,” without the “have.” If 


ἥμαρτον (Rom. iii, 28) should be translated as ἃ gnomic Aorist, the 
difficulty would be removed, and a plain and simple proposition 
would result—“ All sin, and fall short of the glory of God.” 

Is not this translation of the Aorist demanded by the context? 
Paul is aiming to convince the self-righteous Jew, not merely 
of past sinfulness, but of present transgressions which prevent 
him from procuring salvation by the works of the law, and 
hence he urges their present condition as a reason for their ac- 
ceptance of salvation by grace through faith. (See Tholuck on 
Romans, 1. 6.) 

Dr. Shedd (“ Commentary” on Romans, 1. 6.) declares, that 
“the apostle has in mind a particular historical event, the same, 
namely, with that alluded to in πᾶντες ἥμαρτον, of chap. v, 12, 
the sin in Adam,” while Tholuck, Meyer, and Phillipi regard 
the reference of the Aorist to individual transgressions. The 
force of this Aorist is nowhere, however, more clearly put than 
by Dr. Whedon, (see ‘“ Commentary” on Romans, l. 6.3) who 
declares that “the phrase is tantamount to all men sin.” The 
only point on which we insist here is, that it is the expression 
of the gnomic usage, a general fact which they could not deny, 
which the apostle is urging upon their attention. It is not 
sufficient to claim that their sin is merely that of sinning in 
Adam, which produced corruption of nature and consequent 
actual transgressions; for he has discussed, in the first and 
second chapters of this same epistle, the present condition of 
Jews and Gentiles, as actual transgressors, and has shown that 
they cannot extricate themselves from their condition without 
gracious interposition. It is their habitual state as sinful and 
sinning that is before the mind of the apostle. 

Another important passage is found in Rom. v, 12: Kai 
οὕτως εἰς πάντως ἀνθρώπους ὁ θάνατος διῆλθεν, eb’ ᾧ πάντες ἥμαρ- 
τον. The late Revision translates: “And so death passed 
unto all men, for that all sinned.” As already noticed, they 
have here preserved a strict Aoristic sense. But is not this 
also best rendered, as a gnomic Aorist, “for that all sin?” 

Having shown that this is a legitimate use of the Aorist in 
the New Testament, we may well inquire whether it is not the 
proper and intended use of the Aorist in this particular passage. 

The Revisers’ translation carries with it the dogmatic infer- 
ence that all sinned in Adam, and places death as the penalty 


of that single sin. Is that the only sin that receives this pen- 
alty, or is it the habit of sinning which belongs to man’s 
nature and which is ever working death ? 

This gnomic usage gives a philological basis to that form 
of interpretation which has been accepted by so many writers 
on the theological conceptions of Paul. Dr. Whedon, who has 
in his “Commentary ” stated so clearly the train of thought of 
the apostle, has forcibly presented the force of the Aorist in 
several of Paul’s passages. The fact, then, that so many 
writers, including De Wette, Stuart, and Whedon, have given 
a meaning to this clause which is most natural and in harmony 
with this usage, is a strong proof that the gnomic Aorist is not 
foreign to the idiom of the New Testament. 

The sixth chapter of Romans is an instance of similar usage 
of the apostle. We place in connection Rom. vi, 4-9, in Greek, 
and in the two latest English versions: 


Συνετάἄφημεν οὖν αὐτῷ διὰ τοῦ βαπτίσματος εἰς τὸν θάνατον, ἵνα 
ὥσπερ ἠγέρθη Χριστὸς ἐις νεκρῶν διὰ τῆς δόξης τοῦ πατρός, οὕτως 
καὶ ἡμεῖς ἐν καινότητι ζωῆς περιπατήσωμεν. εἶ γὰρ σύμφντοι γεγόνα- 
μὲν τῷ ὁμοιώματι τοῦ θανάτου οὐτοῦ, ἀλλὰ καὶ τῆς ἀναστάσεως ἐσό- 
μεθα, TOUTO γινώσκοντες, ὅτι ὁ παλαιὸς ἡμῶν ἄνθρωπος συνεσταυρώθη, 
ἵνα καταργηθῇ τὸ σῶμα τῆς ἁμαρτίας, τοῦ μηκέτι δουλεύειν ἡμᾶς τῇ 
ἅμαρτιᾳ, 6 γὰρ ἀποθανὼν δεδικαίωται ἀπὸ τῆς ἁμαρτίας. el δὲ ἀπεθά- 
νομὲν σὺν Χριστῷ, πιστεύομεν ὅτι καὶ συνζήσομεν αὐτῷ, εἰδότες ὅ ὅτι 
Χριστὸς ἐγερθεὶς ἐκ νεκρῶν οὐκέτι ἀποθνήσκει, θάνατος αὐτοῦ οὐκέτι 
κυριεύει. 


Therefore we are buried with him by baptism into death: that 
like as Christ was raised up from the dead by the glory of the 
Father, even so we also should walk in newness of life. For if 
we have been planted together in the likeness of his death, we 
shall be also in the likeness of his resurrection: Knowing this, 
that our old man és crucified with him, that the body of sin might 
be destroyed, that henceforth we should not serve sin. For he 
that is dead is freed from sin. Now if we be dead with Christ, 
we believe that we shall also live with him: Knowing that Christ 
being raised from the dead dieth no more; death hath no more 
dominion over him.— Authorized Version. 


We were buried therefore with him through baptism into 
death: that like as Christ was raised from the dead through the 
glory of the Father, so we also might walk in newness of life. 
For if we have become united with him by the likeness of his 
death, we shall be also by the likeness of his resurrection; know- 
ing this, that our-old man was crucified with him, that the body 
of sin might be done away, that so we should no longer be in 


‘bondage to sin; for he that hath died is justified from sin. But if 
we died with Christ, we believe that we shall also live with him; 
knowing that Christ being raised from the dead dieth no more; 
death no more hath dominion over him.—Revised Version. 


The early English translations, Wiclif, Tyndale, Rheims, 
‘Geneva, translated these Aorists, namely, συνετἄφημεν, συνεσταυ- 
pn, etc., ina Perfect sense, apparently assured that it was a 
general fact or experience which the writer was enforcing. 
The consensus by so many translators as to the meaning of 
ithe apostle may serve as a justification of the view that here 
also he is employing this Aoristic usage. 

The passage in Romans viii, 29, 30, is an additional text 
which claims attention here. The Revised translation is: 
«*For whom he foreknew, he also foreordained to be con- 
formed to the image of his Son, that he might be the firstborn 
among many brethren: and whom he foreordained, them he 
also called: and whom he called, them he also justified: 
and whom he justified, them he also glorified.” Allusion has 
already been made to these verses in the reference to Butt- 
man’s Grammar. The ordinary method of explaining these 
Aorists is that of Winer: “In Rom. viii, 30, ἐδόξασε is used 
because he in regard to whom God has accomplished the 
“δικαιοῦν has already obtained from him the δοξάζεσθαί also, 
though the reception of the δόξα as an actual possession be- 
longs to the future.” 

It is as if God looked upon the δόξα as already accomplished, 
and that Paul introduced several Aorists in their ordinary 
sense, and then the last one on the ground indicated by Winer. 
Is it not better to assume with Buttman that προέγνω, προώρισεν, 
“ἐκάλεσεν, ἐδικαίωσεν, ἐδόξασεν, are gnomic Aorists, and set forth 
God’s plan of securing the final salvation of his people, which 
must inevitably bring them to glory? “For whom he fore- 
knows, he foreordains: and whom he foreordains, them he also 
ealls: and whom he calls, them he also justifies: and whom he 
justifies, them he also glorifies.” 

It would not be wise to make dogmatic considerations the 
basis of grammatical laws; nor, on the other hand, should 
grammatical rules override the plain sense of any passage. 
‘Our grammars arose out of a careful study of the meanings 
of the writings discussed, and not the writings out of the 


grammars. Grammar is still a progressive science, and every 
attempt to add to the meaning of passages through philology 
cannot be entirely without use. 

When we take into consideration that the gnomic Aorist 
existed through all the ages of Greek literature, from Homer 
onward, that it is a recognized usage in Hebrew grammarians, 
and is employed clearly in the Septuagint, that it is sup- 
ported by the best grammatical authority, and that it is clearly 
stamped on several New Testament passages, it is impossible 
not to recognize it as a usage of New Testament Greek gram- 
mar, and to give it a wider application than it has thus far 
received. 


1Π.---ΟΜῈ OBSERVATIONS ON THE GREEK ARTICLE 
IN THE NEW TESTAMENT. 


Tae doctrine of ihe Greek article has attracted the attention 
of New Testament critics for generations, and is still an unset- 
tled problem. An inquiry into its nature and the application 
of it to some disputed points in exegesis is not unworthy of 
attention. Some of the best grammarians hold that no definite 
rules can be laid down in relation to it, the exceptions being so 
numerous as almost to exclude the idea of a well-defined law. 
Buttman (“ New Testament Grammar”’) says :* 


In reference to the definite article the rules and regulations 
given in the grammars hold good, so far as in a subject so deli- 
cate we can talk of rules. For the endeavor to lay down fixed 
laws respecting the use of the article many a learned and labori- 
ous inquiry has already come to naught ; and the intention ought 
at length to be abandoned of forcing the use or the omission of 
the article under precise regulations which find the proof of their 
nullity and uselessness in the throng of exceptions which it is 
necessary to subjoin straightway to almost every rule laid down. 


Such a statement practically excludes the article from any 
positive service, in disputed cases, to the exegete, by making 
it a matter of impossibility to show that the writer under con- 
sideration had any positive reason for its use or omission. 

Language, however, is so subtle and, when employed by the 
careful writer, so accurate that such a view would be destruc- 
tive of all satisfactory interpretation of the article. Every 
body almost involuntarily employs and omits the article, if not 
with a definite object, yet with a definite result. It is practi- 
cally impossible that a writer, especially in an argumentative 
production, should use the article or any other element of 
speech so loosely as to create embarrassment on the part of the 
reader as to the true meaning intended to be conveyed. We 
shall in this discussion consider first what is the distinguishing 
feature of the employment or omission of the article in the 
New Testament, and then apply it particularly to some passages: 
which may serve as illustrations. 

It is conceded that it was originally a demonstrative pronoun, 
and that in the development of the Greek language it natu- 

* Thayer's translation, p. 85. 


rally assumed its present form and its distinct meaning. Cur- 
cius* says: “It seems to set forth an object, either as a single 
one (the individualizing article) or as a class (the generic arti- 
616). Crosbyt says: “The article is prefixed to substantives 
to mark them as definite.” Donaldson} says: “The chief em- 
ployment of the definite article is to distinguish the subject 
from the predicate; for from the nature of the case the sub- 
ject is considered to be something definite, of which something 
general is predicated or denied.” Winer’s New Testament 
Grammar§ remarks: “ When ὁ, ἡ, τό is employed as strictly an 
article before a noun, it marks the object as one definitely con- 
ceived, whether in consequence of its nature, or the context, 
or some circle of ideas assumed as known.” 

It is clear from all these statements that the definite article 
has a meaning which cannot be ignored in any accurate exegesis 
of a Greek author. The grammars of the language abound 
in rules for its introduction and omission, showing thereby that 
there must be laws that control its insertion, even though they 
cannot accurately define what they are. Middleton’s great 
work on the Greek article is a splendid exhibition of fine critical 
acumen employed ona worthy subject of scholastic and practical 
inquiry. It is, however, apparent from a study of the exegesis 
of the New Testament, as exhibited in our best commentaries, 
that the force of the article is still an unsettled problem. Two 
of the best of modern commentators, Alford and Ellicott, seem 
to have no clear conception of its use when employed, or of 
the significance of its omission. Alford on Romans, and Elli- 
cott on Galatians, seem to employ the article with νόμος almost 
indiscriminately. The late revisers of the New Testament 
were evidently embarrassed in the same way, and have at times 
produced confusion in the translation from this very cause. 

In order to make the discussion more specific, it is best to 
employ a word which gives full scope for variety of opinion 
and on which diversity of opinion is most marked, namely, 
νόμος. The earliest indication we have of the difficulty of ex- 
plaining this word is found in the changes of text which have 
evidently arisen out of the tendency to make νόμος, whether with 
or without the article, mean the same thing. Let Rom. ii, 13, 


* Sec. 370, Harper's edition. + Sec. 520. 
1 Sec. 394. § Thayer’s translation, p. 105. 


serve as an example. The Zeatus Leceptus reads, οὐ γὰρ οἱ 
ἀκροαταὶ τοῦ νόμου δίκαιοι παρὰ τῷ Θεῷ, ἀλλ᾽ οἱ ποιηταὶ τοῦ νόμον 
δικαιωθήσονται. 

It will be seen that Alford, Lachmann, Tregelles, Tischen- 
dorf, Westcott and Hort, as also our late revisers, omit the 
article before véun¢ in both cases. That it should be omitted is 
manifest from the most.cursory examination of the manuscript 
authorities. The Sinaitic, the Alexandrian, the Vatican, are 
unanimous in its omission. The only question is, Why was it 
ever inserted at a later date, and why was it retained so long, 
when the evidence against it is so overwhelming? The readi- 
est and most satisfactory solution is that ὁ νόμος was regarded as 
meaning the Mosaic law, and as they supposed that the apostle 
had in mind that law in this verse, it was necessary to insert 
the article so as to express it properly. 

The different views of this subject will most clearly appear 
by quoting from two of the most distinguished of modern 
exegetical scholars, their view of the same passage of Scripture, 
namely, Gal. ii, 19: ἐγῶ γὰρ διὰ νόμου νόμῳ ἀπέϑανον ἵνα Θεῷ ζήσω. 
Ellicott translates, “For I truly through the law died to the 
law,” etc. He remarks in exposition: 


(1.) Νόμος in each case has the same meaning. (2.) That 
meaning, as the context requires, must be the Mosaic law (verse 
16), no grammatical arguments founded on the absence of the 
article having any real validity. 


On the other hand Lightfoot translates, “1 through law died 
to law.” His view is: 

The written law—the Old Testament—is always ὁ νόμος. At 
least, it seems never to be quoted otherwise. Νόμος without the 
article is “law,” considered as a principle, exemplified no doubt 
chiefly and signally in the Mosaic law, but very much wider 
than this in its application. In explaining the passage, therefore, 
we must seek for some element in the Mosaic law which it had 
in common with law generally, instead of dwelling on its special 
characteristics as a prophetic and typical dispensation. 


A difference in interpretation so marked as that just shown 
zould not exist if there were a grammatical law for the use of 
the article which had universal acceptance. Such agreement 
does not now exist, and until it takes place we cannot have a 
settled exegesis of many passages of Scripture, especially those 


in which the article is omitted. The best putting of the use 
of the Greek article is that of Mr. T. S. Green, in his “ Gram- 
mar of the New Testament,” page 6. His language is: 


In that form of language which has been taken as a standard, 
the article is prefixed to a word, or combination of words, when 
there is intended to be conveyed thereby, in the particular in- 
stance, an idea already, in some degree, familiarized to the mind: 
it points to a previous familiarity, real or presumed. Definiteness 
attaches to the general idea which is conveyed by a word or 
combination of words, when the idea is to be identified with one 
which has either been already impressed upon the mind or is 
suggested by another that has been so impressed; and the article, 
as a sign of this identification, is closely and consequentially, but 
not primarily, connected with definiteness. 


It will be seen that this definition of the meaning of the 
article differs materially from that ordinarily given by gram- 
marians, and that Winer maintains the old idea. The point 
made by Green, however, can be maintained, as he has done 
by numerous instances, both in the classics and in the New 
Testament writings. When 6 νόμος is employed we understand 
by it the well-known law, the law of Moses, familiar to those 
to whom the Scriptures were originally written. 

It does not follow, however, that because the article always 
means that which is familiar to the speaker or writer, the same 
is not true sometimes of the employment of the same word 
without the article. It often occurs that, in ordinary and collo- 
quial style, the article is omitted even when referring to that 
which is understood to be well known and familiar. We need 
not hesitate to admit that, in a number of instances in Paul’s 
epistles, Paul uses the word νόμος without the article for the 
Mosaic law, but with a breadth of meaning which would be 
lost if the article were inserted. 

it becomes, then, a matter of considerable moment what is 
the significance of the absence of the article. This point has 
not been so carefully treated by grammarians as it deserves. 
Its absence is explained in various ways, and meanings have 
been assigned to its omission growing out of the requirements 
of the passage, but a law of meaning does not appear to have 
been laid down with precision. In this connection a remark 
of Rev. C. J. Vaughan, D.D., in his notes on the Epistle to the 
Romans, (ii, 25,) is worthy of attention: “The absence of the 


article directs attention to the quality, nature, character, etc., 
of the thing spoken of, not to its mere substance.” In further 
application of it to νόμος, he says: 

The presence of the article would have restricted to the Jewish 


law, in particular, that which without the article is general in its 


application, however deeply tinged with Jewish thought and expe- 
rience. 


With the conception, then, that the presence of the article 
indicates that the thing mentioned is well known both to the 
reader and the writer, and that its absence calls attention to the 
word with which it is connected in its qualitative aspect, we 
have a suflicient groundwork to proceed with the inquiry into 
the usage of the New Testament, especially of Paul’s writings, 
in its relation to νόμος. At least, we have secured a working 
hypothesis which can be tested by application to a number of 
passages where this word is employed. 

We will take for consideration some of the passages men- 
tioned in Winer’s Grammar (Moulton’s translation, p. 152) to 
show that νόμος without the article means the Mosaic law. 
Let it also be borne in mind that no exception is here taken 
to the statement that it does sometimes mean the Mosaic law, 
even without the article; but it is here maintained that when 
the article is absent from νόμος, the Mosaic law is not the ex- 
elusive or main idea in the writer’s mind, and which he desires 
to convey to his readers. We will begin by a passage which 
indicates Paul’s stand-point, one in which the νόμος without 
the article is referred by him to the Mosaic law—Phil. iii, 6- 
It is well known that the law of Moses most naturally occurred 
to Paul’s mind, seeing that it formed an essential part of his 
early training. He was a “ Hebrew of the Hebrews; as touch- 
ing the law, a Pharisee; ... as touching the righteousness 
which is in the law, found blameless.” His thought had 
usually turned to the law in which he had been reared, and 
this gave color to his modes of expression. We note that the 
γόμος is without the article in both places in the above passage, 
and yet the revisers translate it the Zaw in both instances. 
Ellicott, with his tendency to undervalue the force of the arti- 
cle, says: “Νόμος is here the ‘Mosaic law;’” and he trans- 
lates, “dn respect of the law (of Moses) a Pharisee.” Again, in 
the next clause which employs the word, δικαιοσύνην τὴν ἐν 


νόμῳ γενόμενος ἄμεμπτος, he translates, “righteousness that is im 
the law,” and adds, “All limitations of νόμος, for example, ‘ spe- 
cialia instituta,’ ‘traditionem patrum,’ are completely untena- 
ble.” The meaning of the apostle seems rather to be, legally a 
Pharisee ; and, as touching legal righteousness, blameless. He 
was not a Pharisee according to the law of Moses, and he proves. 
sin against all men so far as keeping the law perfectly was con- 
cerned. He is here speaking of law in its broader aspects, and 
hence the article is properly omitted. 

The Epistle to the Romans opens a broad field of investiga- 
tion as to the employment of νόμος with and without the article. 
Rom. ii, 12,18: “For as many as have sinned without law shall 
also perish without law; and as many as sinned under law 
shall be judged by law; for not the hearers of the law shall be 
just before God, but the doers of the law shall be justified.” It. 
will at once be recognized that the late revisers have omitted 
the article before law, in conformity with the Greek, whereas 
the Zextus Receptus inserts the article in every case. It is 
evident that Paul did not omit the article without reason. 
The law in the apostle’s mind was, no doubt, the Mosaic law ; 
but if that had been mainly, or solely, in his mind, he could 
readily have inserted the article, and his meaning would have 
been clear. By its omission he indicates that the word “law” 
is applied in its qualitative aspect, such a thing as law, “by the 
application to this case of the rule laid down for them in any 
particular revelation under which they live.”* He is speaking 
of any law which they regard asa duty. The Mosaic law was 
fundamentally the law in connection with which his argument 
originated ; but his mind here takes a broader range, and he 
affirms of all law that which he has elsewhere affirmed of obe- 
dience to the law of Moses. The context demands this broader 
view. He affirms “wrath and indignation, tribulation and an- 
guish, upon every soul of man that worketh evil, of the Jew 
first, and also of the Greek; but glory and honor and peace 
to every man that worketh good, to the Jew first, and also 
to the Greek: for there is no respect of persons with God.” 
He follows it by the great principle, that men shall be judged 
by the law under which they are placed, and that it is univer- 
sally true that “not the hearers of a law are just before God, 

* Vaughan, J. 6. 


but the doers of a law shall be justified.” Here clearly the 
omission of the article indicates this broader application of 
the word “law.” With the article inserted, as it is in the 
Receptus, this broader meaning, which was evidently in the: 
.apostle’s thought, is excluded from the view of the reader, 
whereas its absence illumines the whole reasoning of the 
apostle. 

The next passage which Winer applies to the Mosaic law 
without the article is Rom. ii, 23. We insert the Greek from 
the late revisers’ text: ὅς ἐν νόμῳ καυχᾶσαι, διὰ τῆς παραβάσεως: 
τοῦ νόμου τὸν Θεὸν ἀτιμάζεις. The revisers’ translation is: “Thou 
who gloriest in the law, through thy transgression of the law 
dishonorest thou God?” It will be seen that the revisers insert 
the article in the first clause before “law” when it is not in the 
Greek. They felt, however, the force of its absence, and in the 
margin, as an alternative rendering in that clause, read a law 
for the law. This is certainly one of the strongest cases for 
the use of νόμος without the article meaning the Mosaic law 
which can be found in all Paul’s writings. Two explanations. 
of the absence of the article with the first νόμος, and its pres- 
ence with the second, are possible. One is to give to the first. 
νόμος the broader meaning, law in general, a law, and to regard. 
the second article as inserted to call attention to that law, by 
way of emphasis: “Those who gloried in a law, by the trans- 
gression of that law dost thou dishonor God?” (Vaughan’s. 
translation.) The other is to regard both as referring to the 
Mosaic law, but regarding the absence of the article with the: 
first νόμος as showing its qualitative aspect. “Thou that glo- 
riest in daw,” meaning thereby not in the possession of the law, 
but thou that gloriest in such a thing as law. Paul, for the 
moment, allows the Mosaic law to sink from his mind, and calls. 
attention to their legal glorying by the omission of the article. 
He then returns in the next clause to the Mosaic law, of which 
he is at this point specially treating. It does not seem possible 
that Paul should use the same word with and without the article: 
in such close juxtaposition with precisely the same meaning. 
If, however, the principle with which we started is accepted, 
namely, that the presence of the article marks that which is. 
familiar and well known, and its absence gives a broader and 
qualitative aspect to the thing with which it is connected, we: 


have a clear elucidation of these passages without resort to any 
arbitrary employment of it. 

The next passage cited by Winer in support of his propo- 
sition is Rom. ili, 31: νόμον οὖν καταργοῦμεν διὰ τῆς πίστεως: μὴ 
γένοιτο' ἀλλὰ νόμον ἰστῶμεν. Here again the revisers waver as to 
the article, translating the /aw in the text, but inserting daw in 
the margin: “Do we then make the law of none effect through 
faith? God forbid: nay, we establish the law.” Neither νόμος 
in this verse has the article, and yet in both cases they insert it 
‘in the translation. The reason for it is, no doubt, because both 
before and immediately following the apostle is writing of the 
law of Moses; hence, at first view it seems out of harmony to 
introduce law in general so abruptly. It must not be forgotten, 
however, that Paul abounds in abrupt transitions, and such a 
change, from the special to the general, and conversely, ought 
not to be a matter of surprise. There is no necessity for that 
explanation here. The verse is introduced by the post-positive 
particle οὖν, which, according to Hadley, (“Grammar,” sec. 886,) 
means “ therefore, consequently,’ stronger than dpa. It may 
fitly be regarded, therefore, as the conclusion of a previous dis- 
cussion and broader in its application. He means by the omis- 
sion of the article to say, “Do we, then, by means of the faith 
which we preach as necessary to salvation, make daw of no ac- 
count? On the contrary, we by this very means establish law.” 
He thus speaks of all law as a revelation of duty, and not exclu- 
sively of the law of Moses. 

Rom. iv, 13-15, is another passage cited to prove the use of 
“νόμος without the article to mean the Mosaic law: Οὐ γὰρ διὰ 
νόμου ἡ ἐπαγγελία τῷ ᾿Αβραὰμ ἢ τῷ σπέρματι αὐτοῦ, τὸ κληρονόμον 
αὐτὸν εἶναι κόσμου, ἀλλὰ διὰ δικαιοσύνης πίστεως" εἰ γὰρ οἱ ἐκ νόμου 
κληρονόμοι, κεκένωται ἣ πίστις, καὶ κατήργηται ἡ ἐπαγγελία: ὁ γὰρ 
νόμος ὀργήν κατεραζέται, etc. Here again the revisers insert the 
article when it is not in the Greek: “ For if they which are of 
the law be heirs, faith is made void,” etc. Suppose, however, we 
translate literally, “If they which are of daw be heirs, faith is 
made void,” how much more expressive the passage becomes. It 
makes a direct antithesis between law and faith as a ground of 
heirship. In the apostle’s argument there were but two grounds 
of heirship—works and faith. He is here treating of great fun- 
‘damental principles, the antagonism between works and faith 


as ἃ basis of salvation, and hence νόμος is most properly without 
the article, and the apostle here has no direct reference to the 
Mosaic law. Tho last clause of the fourteenth verse, however, 
does insert the article with marked significance. The law—the 
Mosaic law with which you are so familiar—worketh wrath. 
He proves the general law which he is maintaining by the spe- 
cific case of the law of Moses. Thus the absence and presence of 
the article are rich in significance, as is shown in the fifteenth 
verse, where the article is again omitted : οὗ dé οὐκ ἔστι νόμος, 
οὐδὲ παράβασις. “ But where there is no law, neither is there 
transgression.”” A more literal rendering is, “ But where a 
law is not, neither is there transgression.” It does not mean 
where the law of Moses is not there is no transgression, but 
where law does not exist transgression does not exist. Here 
again the absence of the article has a clear significance. 

Rom. vii, 1, is also cited as a proof that the absence of the 
article does not invalidate the use of the νόμος for the Mosaic 
law: Ἢ ἀγνοεῖτε, ἀδελφοί, (γινώσκουτι yap νόμον λαλῶ,) ὅτι ὁ νόμος 
«κυριείει TOD ἁνθρώπου ἐφ᾽ ὅσον Χρόνον 6H. The revisers trans- 
late: “ΟΥ are ye ignorant, brethren (for I speak to men 
that know the law), how that the law hath dominion over a 
man for so long time as he liveth.” The first νόμος is without 
the article, but is transiated the Zaw, with an alternative ren- 
dering in the margin, namely, daw. How accurately the ab- 
sence of the article indicates precisely what Paul is intending 
to say! He is apparently commending their readiness to un- 
derstand his argument, and he incidentally remarks, “I am 
speaking to men conversant with law.” They are therefore 
prepared to comprehend the illustration he is about to use. 
The absence of the article seems to be as necessary for the 
thought of the apostle with the first νόμος as its presence is with 
the second. He shows the accuracy of his writing in this deli- 
cate use of the article. 

A passage from First Corinthians will further illustrate that 
there is a distinction between νόμος with and without the 
article more clearly marked than is admitted by Winer. 1 Cor. 
ix, 20: Καὶ εγενόμην τοῖς ᾿Ιουδαίοις ὡς ᾿Ιουδαῖος, iva ᾿Ιουδαίους 
κερδήσω: τοῦς ὑπὸ νόμον ὡς ὑπὸ νόμον, μὴ ὧν αὐτὸς ὑπὸ νόμον, ἵνα 
τοὺς ὑπὸ νόμον κερδήσκω. The revisers translate: “And to the 


Jews I became as a Jew, that I might gain Jews; to them 
6 


that are under the law as under the law, not being myself 
under the law, that I might gain them that are under the 
law.” It is to be observed here that the article is not em- 
ployed at all in this verse in connection with νόμος, and yet 
the revisers have inserted it in every case. It will also be 
observed that in each instance νόμος is directly preceded by a 
preposition. “Middleton on the Greek Article,’ chap. vi, 
sec. 1, regards the omission of the article following prepositions 
as anomalous. His assumption is that following a preposition 
the noun becomes anarthrous. It is well to examine this, for 
if it be so, an element of uncertainty is thereby added to the 
exegesis of important passages. Middleton says, in this same 
connection: “ Hence it is evident that the absence of the ar- 
ticle in such instances affords no presumption that the nouns 
are used indefinitely. Their definiteness or indefiniteness, when 
they are governed by prepositions, must be determined on other 
grounds.” 

This anomaly, if it be one, in linguistic criticism should only 
be allowed under the pressure of great exegetical necessity, and 
hence the inquiry may properly be raised whether a more cor- 
rect explanation will not follow a literal rendering, assuming 
that the presence and absence of the article are intentional. Let 
us first look at the passage last mentioned: “ And to the Jews 
I became as a Jew, that I might gain Jews.” That much of 
the translation is literal; that is, it is τοῖς Ιουδαίοις in the first 
clause and Ἰουδαίους in the last. He means to say that he be- 
came to the Jews a Jew, that he might gain Jews. The article 
indicates that he refers to the well-known Jewish people, and 
its absence to such as are Jews. The absence indicates the 
qualitative aspect which is in his mind. 

The view of the revisers’ translation seems to be that the 
next clause is co-ordinate with the first and adds nothing to the 
thought, for they translate, “ ΤῸ them that are under the law, as 
under the law,” ete. Who were those who regarded themselves 
as under the Mosaic law but the Jews? Is it not more in con- 
sonance with the apostle’s meaning to regard the article as not 
omitted because of the preposition which precedes it, but be- 
cause he has advanced beyond the thought of the Jews, and is 
now considering all that are under law, whether they be Jew 
or Gentile. Was it not the practice of Paul to eat with the 


tiles, and thus, by conforming to their customs in things indif- 
ferent, gain them for Christ? Stanley (“Notes on Corin- 
thians,” 7. 6.) regards those under law as “ Jewish proselytes, or 
Jewish converts to Christianity,’ while Alford (“ Commentary,” 
ὦ. 6.) takes another view. He says: 


These again are not Jewish converts, nor proselytes, who would 
not be thus distinguished from other Jews, but are much the 
same as Ἰονδαῖοι, only to the number of them the apostle did not 
pelong, not being himself under the law, whereas he was naturally 
a Jew. 


He affirms that the ἄνομοι are the heathen. Far more rea- 
sonable are the remarks on the passage in Olshausen’s Com- 
mentary : 


It is best to regard the Jews and the ἄνομοι, that is, Gentiles, 
as the leading contrasts, and the οἱ ὑπὸ νομον, those under law, as 
a modification of the Gentiles. By the ἄνομος cannot be meant. 
one who acknowledges absolutely no law ; such a one would. be 
designated ἁσεβής, impious, but merely one to whom the Mosaic: 
ceremonial was unknown. 


This view gives to the absence of the article a distinct mean- 
ing, and removes largely the embarrassment in the exegesis of 
the passage. 

This distinction will appear in connection with ὑΐος in the 
Epistle to the Hebrews. Heb. i, 1, the revisers translate as 
follows: “God, having of old time spoken unto the fathers in 
the prophets by divers portions and in divers manners, hath at 
the end of these days spoken unto us in fzs Son,” etc. The 
margin reads ὦ Son. The Greek is ἐν tug, in a Son. The re- 
visers again show their uncertainty by placing Ais Son in the 
text and ὦ Son in the margin. The insertion of Acs before 
Son is entirely gratuitous, for although the personal pronoun 
may be a proper translation of the definite article, as Acts 
Xvii, 28, τοῦ γὰρ Kai γένος ἐσμέν, “ for we are also Ais offspring,” 
it cannot be claimed as the proper translation of its omission. 
This passage is one where the explanation of the omission of 
the article as an anomaly will not answer. The importance of 
this passage, and its bearing on the doctrine of the omission of 
the Greek article after prepositions, will justify the insertion 
of Alford’s observations, as found in his Commentary, on the 
phrase év iu. 


The omission (of the article) would not at any time surprise 
us after a preposition; but here, after ἐν τοῖς προφήταις, we 
should expect as an antithesis, ἐν τῷ vig. Hence we must seek 
a reason beyond that usual idiomatic omission. Emphatic posi- 
tion will often dispense with the article, and this may be alleged 
here. But even thus we do not get at the final cause. If the 
nosition of υἱῷ, wherever anarthrous, is emphatic to this extent, it 
must be for some reason still latent. Some have suggested official 
denomination, making υἱός into a quasi-proper name. But this 
again is only an introduction to the final reason. Why is such 
an anarthrous name here used as designating our Lord? Now, 
then, we come to the word itself, as we must do in all such cases, 
for an account of the idiom. And that account here seems to be 
found in the peculiar and exclusive character of that relation to 
God which vide expresses. We may say that Jesus is “the Son 
of God ;” by this is definitely expressed the fact, and the distinc- 
tion from other sons of God implied: but we may also say that 
he is “Son of God;” and we thus give the predicate all fullness 
of meaning and prominence, and even more emphatically and deti- 
nitely express the exclusive character of his sonship. 


In Alford’s view the breadth of the predication involved in 
the omission of the article affirms the exclusiveness of Christ’s 
sonship. 

The difficulty in the translation of this phrase is shown by 
Peile in his Annotations on Hebrews, in a note on this verse. 
He says: 

Ἔν υἱῷ, improperly rendered in our English version “by His 
Son,” cannot (although nouns, even when most definite, may be 
anarthrous after a preposition) have been intended by one who 
had just before written ἐν τοῖς προφήταις, to convey by the Son, as- 
sumed to be known by that name... . We understand ἐν υἱῷ, 
ὃν ἔθηκε κληρονόμον πάντων to express the Eternal God’s Personal 
Revelation of himself, as in man’s form and on man’s behalf stand- 
ing in the relation of Son unto himself. 


It is sufficient for our purpose to show from these scholarly 
authorities that they distinctly recognize, what is apparent on 
the surface, that it will not do to trust the rule of the frequent 
omission of the article after prepositions, as laid down by 
Middleton and Winer, in a crucial case of exposition. The 
idea of the sonship of Christ runs through the whole passage, 
a sonship that involves divinity. The writer in this series of 
wonderful thoughts contrasts the communication of the old 
covenant by τοῖς προφήταις, the well-known prophets whom he 
need not mention, with the new Revelation made known not 


in prophetic messengers, but in “a Son, whom he appointed 
heir of all things, through whom also he made the world.” 
Here again the absence of the article indicates the qualitative 
aspect under which the Son is viewed. It is in his character 
as Son, and not as servant or prophet or apostle, that he speaks 
to men from God. 

The remarks which have been made have been confined 


chiefly to the use of the article with νόμος. That word seems 
to be the most embarrassing. Winer takes pains to give the 


specific passages in which νομὸς without the article is employed 
for the Mosaic law. We have already indicated that is a dis- 
puted question, and cannot be disposed of without extensive 
and careful investigation. Prof. Moulton, in his note to Winer, 
says: ‘There is still difference of opinion on the proper inter- 
pretation of νόμος without the article.’ It has been shown 
that the revisers had no rule on this point, but that they often 
translated it as if it were present when it was not in the Greek, 
but did not omit it when it was present. They were careful, 
also, to place the literal meaning in the margin, so that the dif- 
ficulty might be manifest, and the reader might take his choice. 
Their translations are cited, not to call in question their high 
scholarship, which is beyond criticism, but to show that the 
scholarship of the world is divided on this point, and to raise 
the question whether there are not rules which govern the ar- 
ticle as well as other parts of speech. 

There is a necessity for more definiteness in this matter aris- 
ing out of the very nature of language and the necessity for an 
accurate understanding of its meaning. Arbitrary or tradi- 
tional interpretation should, as far as possible, yield to fixed 
grammatical laws. It is safe to affirm that there is no part of 
linguistic expression which cannot be reduced to scientific 
rules, if men have the patience and insight to discover what 
they are. The laws are there; it is the work of the student to 
find them. 

The words of Alford on Heb. i, 2, already referred to, are 
worthy of consideration in this connection. He refers to the 
language of Prof. Stuart to refute it : 


So far is this or any other usage of the article from being ar- 
bitrary, as Stuart here maintains, I will quote his sentence for a 
caution to tyros: “ After all the rules which have been laid down 


respecting the insertion or omission of the article in Greek, and 
all the theories which have been advanced, he who investigates 
for himself, and is guided only by facts, will find not a little that 
is arbitrary in the actual use of it. The cases are certainly very 
numerous where Greek writers insert or reject it at pleasure.” 
The direct contrary of this assertion is the fact, and cannot be 
too much impressed on every Greek Testament student. The 
rules respecting the article are rigid, and are constantly observed; 
and there is no case of its omission or insertion in which there 
was not a distinct reason in the mind of the writer—usually, but 
not always, discernible by the patient and accurate scholar among 
ourselves. 

To this view scholarship must come, and ont of such inves- 
tigations are to come some of the most precious thoughts of 
the New Testament. ; 

It is fitting that we should now turn attention to some con- 
siderations favoring the view of the article thus far insisted on. 
As already seen, it gives a clear and consistent explanation to a 
large number of passages of Scripture which without it are 
confused and almost contradictory. In order to a harmony of 
revelation there must also be a harmony of interpretation. This 
was one of the strong points made for the late revision. They 
made uniform laws for the guidance of all, and they insisted on 
giving the same meaning to words and tenses so far as practi- 
cable. It is interesting to notice how often the necessities of 
translation led them to discard their own rules, especially in the 
translation of the tenses and the meaning of prepositions. The 
rules, however, were necessary, and the influence of them of 
unspeakable importance in securing an accurate translation. 
When laws are rigidly followed, and all books are subjected to 
the same analysis as to language, the harmonies and the dis- 
crepancies at once appear. 

The accurate translation of the article gives a train of thought 
more in accord with the breadth of the views of Paul. Who- 
ever would study Paul carefully must remember that he was 
the apostle of breadth. He it was that conceived of the Gos- 
pel most fully in its relations to all mankind. It was as the 
apostle to the Gentiles that he magnified his office. He regards 
his call to preach to them a grace. It is natural, therefore, to 
expect that he would have a broader terminology than some of 
the others. The word νόμος, in its relation to the article, affords 
one of the best illustrations of this breadth. He employs the 


word without the article more frequently than any of the oth- 
ers. While the danger to the Jew lay in his dependence 
upon the Mosaic law for justification, he recognizes the danger 
of the Gentile in dependence upon his self-righteousness also. 
He strips the mask from both, and shows the whole world 
guilty before God. In the first chapter of the Epistle to the 
Romans he portrays the fearful condition of the heathen 
world, and in the second the equally wicked condition of the 
Jewish world, even greater in its guilt, because they were in 
the possession of the published revelation of God. What is 
the conclusion which he reaches? It is found in Rom. iii, 20: 
διότι ἐξ ἔργων νόμον οὐ δικαιωθήσεται πᾶσα σὰρξ ἐνώπιον ἀυτοῦ, διὰ 
γὰρ νόμου ἐπίγνωσις ἁμαρτίας : “ Because by the works of the 
law shall no flesh be justified in his sight: for through the law 
cometh the knowledge of sin.” Such is the translation of our 
late revisers, inserting the article in both cases before “law” 
where it is not in the Greek. Such has been the uniform usage 
of our translators, Wiclif and Tyndale and Rheims; in brief, 
it has been assumed that Paul meant the Mosaic law only. 
Does not this view do injustice both to the breadth of the 
apostle’s views and to his argument? What is meant by his 
strong statement of the iniquities of the Gentile world? What 
is meant by his terrible arraignment of Judaism? Was it not 
to reach a conclusion vital to his discussion, namely, to show 
that the whole world was guilty before God? Now, why does 
he assume that the whole world is guilty before God? The 
verse under consideration is the answer. I use the language of 
our recent revisers’ translation, omitting only the article, which, 
according to the view here advocated, is inserted without au- 
thority : “ Because by works of law shall no flesh be justified 
in his sight: for through law cometh the knowledge of sin.” 
The omission of the article in the translation following its 
omission in Greek gives a clearness and application to the rea- 
soning which the insertion of it cannot give. How incon- 
gruous to affirm that the whole world was guilty before God, 
and then give as a reason that by the deeds of the law of 
Moses no flesh shall be justified in his sight! What he de- 
clares is, that by works of law, either the revealed law or 
the law written in the heart, no flesh can be justified. It is 
a universal proposition, Law cannot justify ; its primary and 


necessary function in respect to all sinners, is to produce ἃ. 
knowledge of sin. 

The next verse confirms this view. I quote again from the 
revisers’ translation: “ But now apart from the law a right- 
eousness of God hath been manifested, being witnessed by the 
law and the prophets.” A reference to the Greek will show 
that the first νόμος is without the article, while the second νόμος 
retains it. The translation, however, inserts it in both cases. 
The omission of the article makes the meaning clear. “ But 
now ‘apart from law,’” in any law whatever, “a righteous- 
ness of God hath been manifested;” it is a righteousness 
whose essential condition was faith and not works. 

Until one has entered into a comprehension of Paul’s accu- 
rate use of the article, he is to a certain extent hindered in his 
comprehension of the world-wideness of the apostle’s thought. 
It gives a revelation of the breadth of his views the more 
effective because it seems so incidental. 

It would be too much to claim for the general principle here 
advocated that it will explain all cases. It is safe, however, 
to assume that when a law can be found which will explain 
nine out of ten of the instances, it may well be regarded as 
a safe guide. There are elements which enter into the com- 
position of New Testament Greek, which must not be over- 
looked in an investigation like this. The old controversy be- 
tween the purists and Hebraists has passed away, and no one 
will venture now to claim for the Greek of the New Testament 
an exact conformity to classic usage. It is an idiom, however, 
which has assumed a definite form and which has become 
closely studied, owing to the successful researches of Winer 
as seen in his very valuable Grammar. 

The influence of Hebrew on New Testament diction, though 
not so great as the early Hebraists claimed, is yet considerable, 
and affected the article as well as the other elements of 
language. Care must be taken, therefore, to discriminate be- 
tween a usage which is purely Greek and one which had its 
origin in Hebrew. In this particular the influence of the Sep- 
tuagint needs to be carefully traced. The genealogies in the 
first chapter of Matthew afford an illnstration of its influence. 
The article is omitted with the subject, and inserted with the 
object. Matthew i, 2: ᾿Αβραὰμ ἐγέννησε τὸν Ἰσαάκ: ᾿Ισαὰκ δὲ 


ἐγέννησε τὸν ᾿Ιακώβ. This use of the article is found in the 
genealogy in the Septuagint, to wit, the fifth of Genesis. There 
are also phrases, idiomatic usages, which are readily recognized 
in all languages, but which do not come under any general law. 
It is sufficient if there can be found a general significance to. 
its presence or absence which may always be recognized by the 
careful student. 

We have considered thus far the writings of Paul, who was 
skilled in classical Greek, as shown by his quotations, and 
whose style would be formed on Greek rather than on the: 
Hebrew models. The Gospel of John may show us how care- 
fully the article was employed by a Palestinian Jew whose 
theology is based upon the Old Testament, who seems to have: 
known Hebrew, whose language though Greek is strongly 
tinged with a Hebrew vocabulary and Hebrew modes of ex- 
pression. (See Plummer on St. John. Introduction, p. 28.) 

The commentator just mentioned calls attention to the sig- 
nificance of the article as used by John, who would not be 
supposed to be as accurate in this regard as those more con- 
versant with classical Greek. John v, 35, has been literally 
translated by the revisers with added force: “ He was the lamp 
that burneth and shineth,” a great improvement over our au- 
thorized: ‘‘ He was a burning and a shining light.” John was. 
the lamp, not the light. He was not merely ὦ lamp, but the 
lamp, the well known herald of the Messiah, whose lamp was 
kindled at the true light, which was Christ. How much the 
rendering of the article adds to the force of the thought! 

In John vii, 51, notice the force of the article with νόμος in 
calling attention to the special Jewish law with which they were 
familiar : “ Doth our law (6 νόμος) judge a man, except it first. 
hear from himself and know what hedoeth?” The translation 
of the article by the possessive pronoun gives a good rendering 
of the force of the article and is material to the argument. 
Again, John xii, 36: “While ye have the light, believe on the 
light, that ye may become sons of light.” The absence of the: 
article with “light” and “sons” in the last clause is noteworthy. 
It teaches the close relationship between the light and him who. 
believes on it. It shows the qualitative aspect of the predicate. 
A similar force is given by the absence of the article in John 
xvi, 21, when “She remembereth no more the anguish, for the 


joy that a man is born into the world.” A man (ἀνθρωπος), 
such a being as a man, a human being, is born into the world. 
It is the characteristic of that which is born which is thereby 
indicated rather than the birth of the individual child. 

There is another realm of New Testament expression which 
shows the importance of the proper understanding of the force 
of the article, namely, those which bear upon the names given 
to our Saviour, especially in his relationship to God. As an 
example of the presence and absence of the article in close 
connection take Eph. i, 3: Εὐλογητὸς 6 Θεὸς καὶ πατὴρ τοῦ κυρίου 
“ἡμῶν ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ, etc. Revisers’ translation: ‘ Blessed be 
the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.” Ellicott trans- 
lates: “God and the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.” It is 
unnecessary to discuss the law of the grammarians on the repeti- 
tion of the article with nouns joined by the conjunction καί, as 
the object is to show the value of the absence and presence of 
the article. It is a rule of classic Greek that Θεός with the 
article means the particular God, but without it divinity in 
general. Here Paul recognizes by the article with Θεός the per- 
sonal God. But is the next word the same or a different per- 
son, and why is the article wanting with the word Father, if 
it refers to the same person? Has not the noun πατήρ a pred- 
icative force, and makes thereby a strong affirmation concern- 
ing God, namely, that the relation to our Lord Jesus Christ is 
that of Father? The relationship of God to Christ is that of 
father and son, not that of master and servant. 

Such a rendering is applied by T. 8. Green ΠΥ p. 48) 
to John i, 14: δόξαν ὡς μονογενοῦς παρὰ πατρός. 


In this place μονογενοῦς is virtually a substantive ; and it is also 
clear that the language might have been τοῦ μονογενοῦς παρὰ τοῦ 
πατρός. Now, there can here be hardly any plea of license, and 
therefore the absence of the article is designed, and the object is 
to give the most effective expression of the characteristic circum- 
stances of the mission of Jesus, standing in unapproachable con- 
trast to that of all other divine messengers, such, in fact, as is 
best expressed in the words of the parable, ἔτι ἕνα εἶχεν, υἱὸν 
ἀγαπητόν... (Mark xii, 6), “ And we beheld his glory, glory 
as of an only- begotten one come forth from a father, and, as such, 
contrasted with a mere servant, like Moses or the prophets.” 


If a further example of this mode of interpreting the absence 
of the article is needed, it will be found in John vii, 45: “The 


officers therefore came to the chief priests and Pharisees.” 
Pharisees being without the article shows that the latter in- 
volves some explanation of the former, or involves some pred- 
ication concerning the chief priests. Plummer (comment on 
passage) says: “The omission of τούς before Φαρισαίους shows 
that the chief priests and Pharisees are now regarded as one 
body.” 

At this point we may panse, the object of this paper being 
to set forth an exposition of the Greek Article in the New 
Testament, not novel, but which has not yet taken its place 
among the accepted theories on that subject. The recognized 
view is represented by Winer in his incomparable “ Gram- 
mar of the Idiom of the New Testament Greek.” It is also 
proper to add, that the majority of interpreters have not 
explained the force of the omission of the article, especially 
with νόμος, as here advocated. That so many eminent biblical 
scholars have employed the more literal mode of rendering it,. 
and that our late revisers have not entirely discarded it, but 
have shown how often the exact translation gives clearness and 
force to the argument, may be employed to prove at least that 
the tendency of modern scholarship is in the direction here in- 
dicated. Whatever may be the conclusions reached, the care- 
ful investigation of the minutest forms of expression in the 
Holy Scriptures must be a matter of permanent interest to all 
lovers of the truth as it is in Jesus, the Saviour. 

It has thus been attempted to place before the reader some 
observations on important passages of Scripture growing out 
of the laws governing the Greek article. As shown in the 
beginning, it is a matter which is regarded by some of the 
best grammarians as beyond the reach of our investigations, 
and that we must therefore be content with a few general 
principles. If we must come to that conclusion let it only be 
after constant application to the study of the word of God. It 
will be found generally that the nearer we come to literalness 
in our interpretations, the more we aim to be governed by what 
the word says, and not by what we think it ought to say, the 
more consistent will be our interpretations with each other, and 
the more surely, with the divine guidance, may we attain the 
“mind of the Spirit.” 


IV.—THE REVISED VERSION OF THE NEW TESTA- 
MENT. 


Tux time has not come for a complete critical estimate of the 
work of the Revisers of the New Testament, which has so 
recently made its appearance. The labors of so many eminent 
Christian scholars for ten and a half years cannot be satisfac- 
torily examined by any one in a few short months. The best 
that can at present be done by each individual in reviewing 
their work is to consider the general character of the revision, 
and to discuss such passages as he may have time and oppor- 
tunity to examine. The scholarship of the Revisers is unques- 
tioned, their integrity undoubted, and every inducement was 
before them to make this revision of the New Testament what 
it was expected to be, the representative of the best scholarship 
of the nineteenth century. No one will venture to charge them 
with want of fidelity or with unseemly haste. 

It is proper, however, that their work should be subjected to 
a rigid criticism. The version which this is to succeed has 
been before the world for two hundred and seventy years; 
and it is no small proof of its general excellence that it 
has endured so long. It has deeply impressed itself on the 
language, literature, and life of all English-speaking people; 
its choicest passages have been chanted in music and recited in 
the ritual of the Church; it has been read in the hearing of 
the people with the most graceful elocution and with the most. 
wonderful effect; the very form and the order of the words 


have fallen on the ears like sweetest music; so that any change, 
however slight, jars upon thei like some strange discord. 

In our criticism of the Revised Version, then, it is not wise 
to lay too much stress on the rhythm of the Old Version, since 
the familiar language of that has formed the taste of the pres- 
ent generation. Its language in many places, no doubt, sounded 
very strangely to those who first heard it; and when years 
have made us familiar with the Revision it may be as hard to 
receive another version as it is now to receive this. Every 
change in a book so venerable and sacred must win its way by 
slow processes into the affections and confidence of the people. 

The Revised Version comes to us with presumptions in its 
favor which cannot be lightly set aside. 

1. It has long been conceded that a revision was needed. 

2. This revision has been instituted by competent authority, 
and carried through by gentlemen of acknowledged scholarship 
and fidelity. 

3. The work has not been confined to any denomination of 
Christians, but is the result of the united labors of evangelical 
Christendom, so far as our language is concerned. 

4. It is to be presumed that where changes have been made 
reasons satisfactory to the committee must have been offered, 
such possibly as may escape the observation of the individual 
student, however scholarly. 

These presumptions, however, should not free the work 
from candid criticism, since, however well the work is done, 
it is but another step in the march toward an absolutely 
perfect translation. 

All that could properly be demanded of the revisers is that 
their work should represent the present state of biblical schol- 
arship. It should be a work of truth, having no regard to 
sectarian opinions, neither inclined to orthodoxy nor hetero- 
doxy. As pure scholars, their sole aim must be to give to the 
people the most accurate translation possible. 

The main points demanding their attention may be com- 
prised under five general heads. The translation should rep- 
resent the present state of, 1, Teaxt-Oriticism ; 2, Grammatical 
Knowledge ; 3, Lexicography; 4, Archeology ; 5, The English 
Language. 

Other matters of interest are mainly connected with these. 


The first, second, and fifth of these points will chiefly claim 
our attention in this paper. 

I. Changes originating in the criticism of the Greek text.— 
While it was not the direct aim of the revisers to “construct. 
a continuous and complete Greek text,” yet it was necessary 
that they should substantially do so. At every step the first 
questions would be, “ What did the evangelist or apostle act- 
ually write?” ‘Are these the exact words of the inspired 
penman?” Whenever a possible change of text would require 
a change of translation, it was absolutely essential that the text 
should be settled as exhaustively as it was possible to do it. 
This is the part of the work on which we think the greatest 
stress of the revisers should have been laid. The uncertainty 
of the text has been so constantly urged by objectors to the 
Christian religion, that we must be able to say that the text 
which is here translated is the nearest possible attainment to 
the autographs of the original writers. This is especially im- 
portant inasmuch as but few of those who are to read the book 
are competent to pass judgment on it in this particular. Nor 
was it desirable that they should be. The number of great 
textual critics is not large, and this question must, therefore, 
be decided by the few rather than by the many. Nor is this 
statement any disparagement of the scholarship of those who 
have not made such studies a specialty. It only means that 
scholarship, in its highest forms, is not universal; that, for ex- 
ample, the most capable men in text-revision might not be the 
most valuable in translating, and wce versa. 

This committee had, however, abundant material ready to 
their hand. The authorities had been most carefully collated, 
and were within the reach of all. The latest and best critics 
have left the results of their labors. Lachmann, Tischendorf, 
Tregelles, and Alford had each lived long enough to finish edi- 
tions of the Greek Testament, valuable not only because of the 
conclusions they reached, but especially for the digest of mate- 
rials which accompany their texts. Thus, if any members of the 
committee were not professionals in this particular field, they 
had ample basis for judgment, and might have been a check on 
those who were in danger of extreme adherence to technical 
textual scholarship. In the judgment, therefore, of the whole 
body we have stronger assurances of a true Greek text than 


we should have had in the decision of those alone who were 
chiefly professional text-critics. 

We are, therefore, led to the conclusion that the text made. 
by them, so far as it relates to the points on which different. 
translations may arise, is the best now attainable; and, while we 
cannot agree with them in all their conclusions, we can readily 
accept their work in this regard as of the highest value. 

The most advanced advocates of a purely historical criticism. 
cannot complain of this text. Lachmann, who first attempted 
the formation of a text solely on ancient authorities, was not. 
more rigid in his adherence to them than the revisers. In the 
rigid adherence to the rule that the evidence must be “ decid- 
edly preponderating,” meaning thereby the documentary evi- 
dence, we think they have sometimes erred, but that they have 
insisted strongly on the most ancient authorities no one can. 
question. On the wisdom of this we shall speak later. 

Dr. Roberts, (““ Companion to the Revised Version,”) who 
was a member of the committee, gives the authorities chiefly 
relied upon, namely: A, or the Alexandrian MS., fifth cent- 
ury; B, or the Vatican MS., fourth century ; C, or the Codex 
Ephraem, fifth century; D, or the Beza MS.; δὲ, or the Sina- 
itic MS., fourth century; of versions, Peshito Syriac, second 
century ; Old Latin, third century ; Gothic, fourth century ; 
Coptic, third century ; Armenian, fifth century; Ethiopic, sixth 
century. He also mentions Clement of Rome, first century ; 
Justin Martyr and Irenzeus, second century ; Clement of Alex- 
andria, Tertullian, Cyprian, and Origen, third century. These are 
the chief witnesses on which they relied, and these must be the 
main sources of all true study of the New Testament text. 

By observing the results of their labors we can readily see 
that they have been largely governed by these authorities, giv- 
ing little weight to later manuscripts, and that they have almost. 
entirely discarded subjective criticism. 

Let us notice some of the improvements in which we think 
nearly all modern scholarship will agree. It was well that they 
rejected the passage concerning the angel who “troubled the 
water.” John v, 4. The putting of this is true to fact. The 
marginal note saying, that “Many ancient authorities insert: 
wholly or in part” this verse gives a fair statement of the evi- 
dence in the case, and while it asserts the preponderance to be: 


for its omission, there is no attempt to discredit the opinion of 
those who, like Lachmann, an authority little likely to err on 
the side of subjective testimony, retain it. They declare by 
their note that its retention is, in their view, a possible reading, 
which is all that any one would now venture to claim for it. 

In Rom. viii, 1, the omission of “who walk not after the 
flesh, but after the Spirit,” is in harmony with the best manu- 
script authority, and is adopted by the most eminent editors of 
the text. It is also demanded by the line of argument. In 
the revised text the verse now stands as a universal proposition, 
and gives great force to the apostle’s reasoning. The intro- 
duction of the omitted portions can be so readily accounted 
for that the case seems a very clear one. 

“The heavenly witnesses,” 1 John v, 7, 8, are so transpa- 
rently spurious that their omission caused no surprise on the 
part of those familiar with the facts, and these verses have 
long ceased to be appealed to in any doctrinal controversy. 
The most devoted advocate of the Trinity would not have ap- 
pealed to this passage for a long while past, so that it is wrong 
to say, as some Unitarians have done, that the argument for 
this doctrine is impaired by this omission. This doctrine is so 
inwoven with the whole New Testament that the removal of 
no single passage can possibly affect it. 

These are simply specimens of the good work the revisers 
have done in removing excrescences from the sacred text. 
There are some passages, however, on which we think their ac- 
tion has not been so wise. They have left some texts of great 
importance practically undecided, neither giving them a place 
as alternative readings nor placing them in the text, but putting 
them in an abnormal position as a part of the sacred narrative. 
A crucial case of this kind is Mark xvi, 9-20. We cannot but 
believe that the mode of its retention is unwise, and that, 
granting the conclusion at which they arrived, it would have 
been better to leave it as it was in our Authorized Version, and 
to accompany it with a marginal explanation. Its removal 
from close connection with verse 8 in a way to show that it is 
no part of Mark’s Gospel, and yet its retention as gospel, though 
by another author, is a refinement difficult to comprehend by 
the ordinary reader, and calculated to mislead many pious but 
uncritical readers. 


It is, we think, by no means proven that this is not a part of 
Mark’s Gospel. A look at any of the critical discussions on this 
passage will not show such a preponderance of testimony against 
its genuineness as the committee’s action would indicate. 

A brief survey of the state of the evidence on this much- 
disputed passage will show that it might safely have been left 
as in the Authorized Version. Against it are the Vatican and 
Sinaitic manuscripts. The adverse testimony of the Vatican, 
however, is greatly impaired by the fact that a column is left 
vacant, as if there were something that needed to be inserted. 
‘One MS. of the Itala and two of the Aithiopic and the Ar- 
menian substantially omit it. Of the early Fathers, Eusebius 
is the only one now conceded to be against it. The statement 
of Dr. Roberts, (“ Companion,” p. 38,) quoted from Tregelles, 
that “Eusebius, Gregory of Nyssa, Victor of Antioch, Seve- 
rus of Antioch, Jerome, as well as other writers, especially 
Greeks, testify that these verses were not written by St. Mark, 
or are not found in the best copies,” does not properly present 
the case. Burgon, in his book on “The Last Twelve Verses 
of the Gospel According to St. Mark,” has shown that these 
writers quoted from Eusebius, and that, therefore, their inde- 
pendent testimony is worthless. (See ‘“‘Hammond’s Textual 
Criticism,” p. 110.) 

The internal evidence cited against it arises out of supposed 
contradictions, namely, that verse 9 disagrees with Matthew 
xxviii, 1; that verses 19 and 20 are in opposition to the Ascen- 
sion on the fortieth day; that the style is manifestly not 
Mark’s, since it contains a number of words and phrases not 
elsewhere used by him. Among the editors Tischendorf and 
Meyer omit it, while Tregelles, Alford, and Westcott and Hort 
inser it after a separation, or in brackets, showing doubts of 
its genuineness. 

In its favor are almost all the great manuscripts, both un- 
cial and cursive, including the Alexandrian and the Codex 
Ephbraem of the uncials; 33, the “Queen of the Cursives;” 
and the Old Latin except k., Syriac, Memphitic, Gothic, and 
Georgian versions. Justin Martyr, Ireneus, and Hippolytus 
approve its admission. The internal evidence is mainly 
in its favor. It is not likely that these statements, appar- 


ently contradictory to the others, would have been inserted 
τ 


by any writer who was manufacturing an explanatory addi- 
tion. The whole section is a unit, and necessary to the com- 
pletion of the narrative. We cannot conceive of the Gospel 
of Mark closing with the eighth verse. This passage is de- 
fended by such critical scholars as Lachmann, Wordsworth, 
Ebrard, Lange, Scrivener. Scrivener closes his review of the 
evidence with these words: “All opposition to the authenticity 
of the paragraph resolves itself into the allegations of Euse- 
bius and the testimony of καὶ B. Let us accord to them the 
weight which is their due; but against their verdict we can 
appeal to the reading of Irengeus and of both the elder Syriac: 
translations in the second century, of nearly all other versions, 
and of all extant manuscripts excepting two.” The argument 
against its being Mark’s, because of its style, has been urged 
against too many writings acknowledged to be genuine, to 
afford proof for its rejection. Such being the testimony in 
this passage, we think the committee, in view of the conserv- 
ative spirit in which they were pledged to act, would not only 
have been justified in leaving this passage untouched, but were 
required to do so. No sufficiently strong preponderating evi-- 
dence to warrant a change is here apparent. In separating the 
passage from the rest of the Gospel they have, in fact, weak- 
ened its authority. We again assert that the truth would. 
have been better served by a marginal explanatory note. 

The story of the woman taken in adultery, in John vii, 53, 
to vili, 11, is differently treated. It is broadly distinguished. 
from the rest, and placed in brackets. Dr. Roberts says that the 
“right conclusion probably is, that it is no part of St. John’s Gos- 
pel, and yet is a perfectly true narrative which has descended 
to us from the apostolic age.” The brackets, then, mean that: 
it does not belong to John’s Gospel, but is ὦ true narrative. 
The conclusion that the passage is not a part of John’s Gos- 
pel is not fully established when such scholars as Mill, Michae- 
lis, Bengel, Ebrard, Stier, and others retain and defend it as 
genuine. Even Alford, with whose text the Revisers agree, 
says: “After all, the most weighty argument against the passage: 
is found in its entire diversity from the style of narrative of 
our Evangelist.” If this is the most weighty argument against 
it, both he and the Revisers might well have retained it in the 
text. The requirements of criticism would have been met by 


leaving it, as in the authorized version, with an explanatory 
note stating that “many believe it to be a true narrative, but 
not a part of John’s Gospel.” 

Romans v, 1, presents a case in which the value of internal 
evidence has been too entirely overlooked. The Authorized 
Version reads, “ Therefore being justitied by faith, we have 
(ἔχομεν) peace with God.” The Revised Version reads, “ Being 
therefore justified by faith, ἐσέ ws have (ἔχωμεν) peace with God.” 

It is at once admitted that the hortatory form has the sup- 
port of the chief uncials, cursives, and versions ; so that, if the 
decision were made solely on external evidence this is the un- 
doubted reading of the text. Scrivener gives, in favor of the 
indicative, “ δ" ΒΒ" F G (in spite of the contrary testimony of 
f. g., their respective Latin versions,) P, the majority of the 
cursive manuscripts, Epiphanius, Cyril, and the Slavonic. The 
later Syriac seems to combine both readings.” 

We have in this an acknowledged case for the discussion of 
the admissibility of internal evidence. While we admit that 
its employment is exceedingly dangerous, it does not thereby 
follow that it is to be set aside altogether, and here seems a 
proper place for its use. Notwithstanding the weight of ex- 
ternal evidence for the subjunctive, there is, nevertheless, suf- 
ficient authority in favor of the indicative to prevent a rash 
rejection of it 

‘In the first place, cursive manuscripts may, although later in 
date, represent earlier texts than the most ancient uncials. They 
may be copies of some that have passed away and of which we 
have no trace. In the next place, the manuscripts may be 
valuable for the notes of the corrector. While the corrector, 
in his attempt to make the meaning more clear, has often 
changed the text for the worse, it is nevertheless possible that 
his corrections may represent a removal of errors. With the 
acknowledged difficulty of copying any manuscript accurately, 
we may well pause before we give the sole importance always 
to the first hand. 

In the text before us both δὲ B have ἔχομεν by the hands of 
correctors, and this fact, together with the very great difficulty 
of reconciling the subjunctive with the course of the argu- 
ment, has led some of the most eminent critics to vary in their 
conclusions. 


Alford, who reads ἔχωμεν, in his note shows the almost 
overpowering influence of internal evidence in favor of ἔχομεν, 
against which he struggled. His language is: “It is impossible 
to resist the strong manuscript authority for the reading ἔχωμεν 
in this verse. For, indeed, this may well be cited as the crucial 
instance of overpowering diplomatic authority compelling us 
to adopt a reading against which our subjective feelings rebel. 
Every internal consideration tends to impugn it.” 

How very near Alford came, however, to the retention of 
the indicative will appear by quoting from his “Prolegomena to 
the New Testament,” where, after saying that the “consideration 
of the context is the very last that should be allowed by a critic 
to be present to his mind as an element of his judgment,” he 
adds: “I do not say that in some extreme cases it may not 
have to be introduced, as perhaps (but I should now speak 
doubtfully even in this case) in Rom. v, 1, where there are so 
many confusing considerations arising from the habits of the 
manuscripts.” 

On the other hand, Meyer, in his “Critical Notes” on this 
passage, (Moore’s Translation,) yields to the internal evidence, 
and retains the indicative. His capacity, both as a Greek schol- 
ar and critic, is beyond question, and his conclusion is that of 
one of the most independent inquirers. After quoting the 
authorities in favor of the subjunctive, he says: “ But this 
reading, (the subjunctive,) though very strongly attested, yields 
a sense that is here utterly unsuitable; because the writer now 
enters a new and important doctrinal topic, and an exhortation 
at the very outset, especially regarding a subject not yet ex- 
pressly spoken of, would at this stage be out of place.” 

It is somewhat remarkable that Tischendorf, over whom 
manuscript authority had such great influence as against in- 
ternal evidence, favored the indicative until the finding of the 
Sinaitic manuscript. In his seventh edition we have ἔχομεν. 
Lachmann, too, who is the most uncompromising adherent 
to early evidence, hesitates to accept the subjunctive, and 
places ἔχωμεν in the margin. Westcott retains ἔχομεν as a mar- 
ginal reading. We maintain, therefore, with Scrivener, that 
the ctacism, ὦ for o, so common in the early manuscripts, may 
at a very early period have led to the insertion of ὠ, and 
thus it became incorporated in many of the most ancient of 


them; and that in this case the strong internal evidence must 
outweigh the preponderance of the external. We do not think 
the revisers have done justice to the Authorized reading or to 
its evidence in simply saying in the margin, “Some authorities 
read we have.” We think they should have retained we have, 
and have said in the margin, “Strong manuscript authority 
supports let us have.” The American Committee (see Appen- 
dix to the Revised Version) retain the indicative, with a mar- 
ginal reading similar to the one we have indicated. As the 
American Committee was full as likely to make changes, where 
the evidence was “decidedly preponderating,” as the English 
Committee, their conclusion goes to show that the insertion of 
the subjunctive in the text was not required by the evidence. 

The rule of text criticism, Proclivi lectiont prestat ardua, 
is in danger of being overpressed. In the case before us the 
indicative is the easier and more natural reading, and while 
the above rule must be generally accepted, cases may arise in 
which, as in this one and the one immediately to follow, it is. 
the wiser course to set it aside. 

In 1 Timothy iii, 16, for the clause, “God was manifest in 
the flesh,” the Revised Version reads, ‘He who was mani- 
fested in the flesh.” The word θὲος, God, in the Authorized 
Version again gives way to the testimony of manuscripts, and! 
we have ὃς, translated He who, in its place. Even Scrivener, 
the most conservative of modern text-critics, surrenders the 
Authorized Version. If it were granted, as many believe, 
that the Alexandrian manuscript reads θεὸς, then the internal 
evidence, arising out of the strange grammatical structure 
which the introduction of ὃς gives to the Revised Version, 
would be a sufficient reason for retaining the text as it was, 
and inserting a marginal note, stating that, “very strong man- 
uscript authority reads, who instead of God. If, however, 
this be accepted, the relative being without any immediate an- 
tecedent, the implied one is God, and no such doctrinal change 
is wrought by the substitution of ὃς as some imagine. 

The Revisers have introduced some changes not called for 
by their own rule, such as Mark xv, 45, where the new text 
inserts πτῶμα for σῶμα, and translates, “he granted the corpse 
to Joseph.” Their rule is, that the question of text should 
only be raised when the translation would be affected by the 


change. Certainly, while the new translation on this text more 
correctly renders the text which they have adopted, no impor- 
tant change in meaning is thereby made to the Authorized read- 
ing. It is better, however, to have the right text than the 
wrong one, and in this case they have done wisely in stretch- 
ing to its utmost their own rule. Of the translation itself we 
shall speak hereafter. 

These are some of the objections which, we think, might be 
justly raised to the Greek text, but they are so few in com- 
parison with the great improvements which have been made 
in this regard, that we believe this text, as revised by the 
Committee, must now be received as the Textus Receptus for 
students of the Greek Testament. The Greek text, as accepted 
by the Revisers, has been published at Oxford, England, after 
notes made during the progress of revision by Rev. F. H. Scriv- 
ener, LL.D., under the editorial supervision of the Rev. Arch- 
deacon Palmer, of Oxford, and is the only Greek text corre- 
sponding to the Revision of 1881 now accessible. It is to this 
text reference is made in this paper. All the other Greek 
Testament texts now before the public are the work of individ- 
ual editors. This text must take a high rank, as the result of 
the joint labors of the best modern text-critics with the con- 
clusions of these scholars before them. 

II. Changes arising out of conformity to the present state 
of grammatical knowledge. 

Like text-criticism, the advance in the knowledge of New 
Testament grammar has of late been very great. The great 
works of Winer, Buttmann, and Thomas Sheldon Green, have 
given an impulse to the study which must be felt in both 
the translation and the interpretation of the New Testament. 
The grammatical commentaries of Meyer and Ellicott have 
given a further impulse in the same direction. So far as the 
translation is concerned this advance has been most manifest in 
the case of the Greek article and of the tenses. 

The accurate comprehension of the force of the Greek article 
is not easy, and many passages have been made obscure by the 
failure of the translator to understand its significance. No com- 
plete rules on the subject have yet been given, but it has been well 
observed that its insertion or omission has always a significance. 
Sometimes the article is omitted where at first view it would 


most naturally appear necessary, as in the English phrase, “He 
has gone to town,” meaning some particular town with which 
we are acquainted. Again, we say, “He has gone to the city,” 
with a similar significance. These differences of expression 
may arise out of the rhythm of the sentence, or from use. 
Mr. Thomas Sheldon Green has most thoroughly grasped the 
idea of the article. His language is, “The article is prefixed 
to a word, or combination of words, when there is intended to be 
conveyed thereby, in the particular instance, an idea in some 
degree familiarized to the mind; it points to a previous famil- 
iarity, real or presumed.” He regards the article as a sign of 
identification, and “closely and consequently, but not primari- 
ly, connected with definiteness.” (Green’s Grammar, pp. 6, 9.) 
This view throws light on many passages otherwise obscure, 
and shows the necessity for the proper translation of the arti- 
cle. We place the two translations of the first part of 1 Tim. 
i, 15 together. Authorized: “This is a faithful saying, and 
worthy of all acceptation.” Revised: “Faithful is the say- 
ing, and worthy of all acceptation.” The article with “say- 
ing,” “the saying,” refers to that one “just recorded, touching 
the mercy and grace so singularly bestowed.” The translators 
have here, by their literalness, added both to the force and 
to the dignity of the passage, and have given it a connection 
with the context not apparent in the Authorized Version. 

The instances in which the sense has been greatly improved 
by the translation of the article are too numerous to be recited 
at length. The rendering of “the Christ” very frequently in 
the Gospels instead of Christ; “he looked for the city which 
hath foundations” instead of @ city; the prophet instead of 
that prophet. These, among many instances, will occur even to 
the most cursory reader of the Revised Version. <A good illus- 
tration is John iii, 10, “ Art thou ¢he teacher of Israel, [2. ¢., the 
teacher well known,] and understandest not these things?” in- 
stead of the Authorized “Art thou ὦ master of Israel, and 
knowest not these things ?” 

A text which in the Greek clearly shows the force of the 
article is Col. iii, 5, “ Mortify therefore your members,” etc. 
In the Authorized Version there is no article before any of the 
words, but in the Greek text the article is employed before the 
last noun, πλεονεχία. The article before this last noun marks 


it as a “notorious immorality, especially to be avoided,” which, 
in the Revised Version, is expressed by “the which is idol- 
atry,” but which would have been better brought out by “the 
covetousness which is idolatry.” (Winer’s Grammar, Thayer’s 
Edition, p. 117.) 

There are, however, some cases of the translation, or omis- 
sion to translate the article, which are difficult to account for, 
and are quite important because of their exegetical significance. 

With the word νόμος, in Romans and Galatians, the absence 
or presence of the article has much to do with the meaning, 
and their decision in regard to it cannot be received as final. 
The general rule in regard to νόμος is, that with the article it 
means the Mosaic law, and without it, law in general, although 
often inclusive of a reference to the Mosaic law. The revisers 
have manifestly appreciated the difficulty, as shown by their 
marginal notes. 

Alford, Ellicott, Meyer, and Conybeare and Howson agree 
with the revisers, namely, the almost indifferent use of νόμος and 
ὁ νόμος, while Lightfoot, Thomas Sheldon Green, Middleton, 
Vaughan, and others recognize a broad distinction between the 
two. As the revisers have proposed the translation of the ar- 
ticle with precision; a review of their work can only be seen by 
placing the text which they have translated and the Revision 
side by side, and then tracing the peculiarities of translation. 
The passages are selected from Romans and Galatians. The 
italics are our own, and are merely used to call attention to the 
point on which we make our comparison. The word appears 
with and without the article very frequently. 


Rom. ii, 12-18; 23-27. 


Ὅσοι yap ἀνόμως ἥμαρτον, ἀνόμως καὶ 
ἀπολοῦνται: καὶ ὅσοι ἐν νόμῳ ἥμαρτον, διὰ 
νόμου κριθήσονται' οὐ γὰρ οἱ ἀκροαταὶ 
νόμον δίκαιοι παρὰ τῷ Θεῷ, ἀλλ᾽ οἱ ποι- 
ηταὶ τοῦ νόμου δικαιωθήσονται: ὅταν 
γὰρ ἔθνη τὰ μὴ νόμον ἔχοντα φύσει τὰ 
τοῦ νόμου ποιῶσιν, οὗτοι νόμον μὴ ἔχοντες 
ἑαυτοῖς εἰσι νόμος" οἵτινες ἐνδείκνυνται τὸ 
ἔργον τοῦ νόμου γραπτὸν ἐν ταῖς καρδίαις 
αὐτῶν͵ συμμαρτυρούσης αὐτῶν τῆς avvet- 
Onoews, καὶ μεταξὺ ἀλλήλων τῶν λογισμῶν 
κατηγορούντων ἢ καὶ ἀπολογουμένων, ἐν 
ἡμέρᾳ ὅτε κρινεῖ ὁ Θεὸς τὰ κρυπτὰ τῶν 
ἀνθρώπων κατὰ τὸ εὐαγγέλιόν μου διὰ 
Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ. 


For as many as have sinned without. 
law shall also perish without law: and 
as many as have sinned under law shall 
be judged by law ; for not the hearers 
of a law are just before God, but the 
doers of a law shall be justified: for 
when Gentiles which have no law do by 
nature the things of the law, these, hav- 
ing no Jaw, are a law unto themselves ;. 
in that they shew the work of the law 
written in their hearts, their conscience 
bearing witness therewith, and their 
thoughts one with another accusing or 
else excusing them; in the day when 
God shall judge the secrets of men, ac- 
cording to my gospel, by Jesus Christ. 


Εἰ δὲ σὺ ᾿Ιουδαῖος ἐπονομάζῃ, καὶ ἐπα- 
ναπαύῃ νόμῳ, καὶ καυχᾶσαι ἐν Θεῷ, καὶ 
γινώσκεις τὸ θέλημα, και δοκιμάζεις τὰ 
διαφέροντα, κατηχούμενος ἐκ τοῦ νόμου. 


Ὃς ἐν νόμῳ καυχᾶσαι, διὰ τῆς παραβά- 
σεως τοῦ νόμου τὸν Θεὸν ἀτιμάζεις ; τὸ 
γὰρ ὄνομα τοῦ Θεοῦ δὲ ὑμᾶς βλασφημεῖ- 
ται ἐν τοῖς ἔθνεσι, καθὼς γέγραπται. πε- 
ριτομὴ μὲν γὰρ ὠφελεῖ, ἐὰν νόμον πράσσῃς" 
ἐὰν δὲ παραβάτης νόμου ἧς, ἡ περιτομή 
σου ἀκροβυστία γέγονεν. ἐὰν οὖν ἡ ἀκρο- 
βυστία τὰ δικαιώματα τοῦ νόμου φυλάσσῃ, 
οὐχὶ ἡ ἀκροβυστία αὐτοῦ εἰς περιτομὴν 
λογισθήσεται, καὶ κρινεῖ ἡ ἐκ φύσεως ἀκ- 
ροβυστία τὸν νόμον τελοῦσα σὲ τὸν διὰ 
γράμματος καὶ περιτομῆς παραβάτην νό- 
μου: 


Rom. iii, 

Οἴδαμεν δὲ ὅτι ὅσα ὁ νόμος λέγει, τοῖς 
ἐν τῷ νόμῳ λαλεῖ, ἵνα πᾶν στόμα φραγῇ, 
καὶ ὑπόδικος γένηται πᾶς ὁ κόσμος τῷ 
Θεῷ: διότι ἐξ ἔργων νόμου οὐ δικαιωθή- 
σεται πᾶσα σὰρξ ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ" διὰ γὰρ 
νόμου ἐπίγνωσις ἁμαρτίας. νυνὶ δὲ χωρὶς 
νόμου δικαιοσύνη Θεοῦ πεφανέρωται, μαρ- 
τυρουμένη ὑπὸ τοῦ νόμου καὶ τῶν προ- 
φητῶν. 


But if thou bearest the name of ἃ Jew,. 
and restest upon the law, [marg. a law, } 
and gloriest in God, and knowest his will, 
and approvest the things that are excel- 
lent, being instructed out of the law. 

Thou who gloriest in the Jaw, through 
thy transgression of the law dislonour- 
est thou God? For the name of God is. 
blasphemed among the Gentiles because 
of you, even as it is written. For cir- 
cumcision indeed profiteth, if thou be a 
doer of the law: but if thou be a trans- 
gressor of the law, thy circumcision is be- 
come uncireumcision. If therefore the 
uncircumcision keep the ordinances of 
the law, shall not his uncircumcision be 
reckoned for circumcision? and shall not 
the uncircumcision which is by nature, 
if it fulfill the law, judge thee, who with 
the letter and circumcision art a trans- 
gressor of the law ? 


19-21. 

Now we know that what things soever 
the law saith, it speaketh to them that 
are under the law; that every mouth 
may be stopped, and all the world may 
be brought under the judgement of God: 
because by the works of che daw shall no 
flesh be justified in his sight: for through 
the law cometh the knowledge of sin. 
But now apart from the law a righteous- 
ness of God hath been manifested, being 
witnessed by the Jaw and the prophets. 


Gal. iii, 18. 


El γὰρ ἐκ νόμου ἡ κληρονομία, οὐκέτι 
ἐξ ἐπαγγελίας. 


For if the inheritance is of the law, it. 
is no more of promise. 


Gal. iv, 4, 5. 


᾿Ἐξαπέστειλεν ὁ Θεὸς τὸν υἱὸν αὐτοῦ, ye- 
νόμενον ἐκ γυναικός, γενόμενον ὑπὸ νόμον, 
ἵνα τοὺς ὑπὸ νόμοι: ἐξαγοράσῃ, ἵνα τὴν 
υἱοθεσίαν ἀπολάβωμεν. 


God sent forth his Son, born of a wom- 
an, born under the law, that he might re- 
deem them which were under the law, that. 
we might receive the adoption of sons. 


Gal. iv, 21. 


Aéyeté μοι, οἱ ὑπὸ νόμον θέλοντες εἶναι, 
Neges : 
τὸν νόμον οὐκ ἀκούετε ; 


Tell me, ye that desire to be under 
the law, do ye not hear the law ? 


Gal. vi, 13. 


Οὐδὲ γὰρ of περιτεμνόμενοι αὐτοὶ νόμον 
φυλάσσουσιν" 


For not even they who receive cir- 
cumcision do themselves keep the law. 


The above passages afford ample scope to study the trans- 


lation of the article in relation to the word law. 


Our atten- 


tion is first arrested by the apparent desire of the revisers. 
to translate the article in accordance with the Greek. In 
Rom. ii, 12, the word νόμος is in the Greek, in every case, 
without the article, and it is translated accordingly, whereas 


our Authorized Version reads the law. In verse 18 the first 
word daw in the Greek wants the article, and the second has 
the article. Yet the revisers translate both words without the 
article. The omission of the article in the last clause of that 
verse, when it is preserved in their own Greek text, seems un- 
accountable. It is posstble that the retention of the second 
article in the Greek text is an error. The American Commit- 
tee read “the law” for “a law” in this verse. In the 17th 
verse there is no article in the text, but they have inserted it, 
though with a marginal note omitting it. In the 25th verse it 
is translated the law, although the article is not in the text. 
‘The last word of verse 27 is without the article, though it is 
written the law in the Revision. 

Rom. iii, 20, is a very important passage, rendering its accu- 
rate translation worthy of careful study. The Revision inserts 
the article in both cases before daw, whereas no article is found 
in the Greek. Rom. iii, 21: the first Zaw is without article 
and the last has it, though both are translated the law. 

All the passages cited from Galatians are translated as if 
they had the article. In Gal. iv, 21, we find that the translat- 
ors refuse to recognize any distinction between daw and the 
daw, translating both as if having the article. 

This seems to be an anomaly in translation as compared with 
their own rule of uniformity. It appears reasonable that here 
as elsewhere the words ought to have been translated uniform- 
ly, as in the Greek text, with a marginal explanation stating the 
general facts of the case. 

It does not seem supposable that so careful a writer as Paul 
would in such a succession of instances use such an important 
word so indiscriminately. We can hardly imagine that hear. 
ers of ὦ law and doers of ὦ law should be represented, the 
former without the article and the latter with it. It is hard 
to believe that νόμῳ and τῷ νόμῳ mean exactly the same thing. 
If such be the case, would it not be better, as a matter of trans- 
lation, to give the word after the Greek original in every case, 
and leave the meaning to be decided by the reader rather than 
by the translator? The omission or insertion of the article, as 
done by the revisers in this case, cannot carry with it full con- 
viction, however plausible the exegetical reasons may be which 
seem to require it. 


Justice to the Revision requires the statement that the use 
of νόμος, especially in Romans and Galatians, is a vexed ques- 
tion with grammarians and commentators, but the final result, 
we think, raust uphold the apostle’s discriminations. 

Green (“ Grammar of New Testament,” p. 80) remarks : 


Whenever the word νόμος, in the New Testament, has the article 
prefixed without reference ta the context, the term must then be 
used to signify the Mosaic law. At the same time this is a case 
in which, as the effect of familiar currency, the article might drop 
away, and the anarthrous term itself come to have a conversa- 
tional meaning, and pass, as it were, Into a proper noun, Wheth- 
er, however, this license is to be recognized in the language of 
St. Paul is a point well worthy of consideration, and not to be 
disregarded, because such usage is possible. . . . There are 
certain places where, though the word is anarthrous, the Mosaic 
law, and that alone, evidently was present to the mind of the 
writer ; but still an effect of the absence of the article is clearly 
discernible, namely, a greater prominence of the internal force of 
the word, a suggesting of the attributes of law rather than the 
law ; and, besides this, by means of the unrestricted term the 
proposition is given with a broader and more imposing cast. . . . 
It is reasonable, then, whenever in the Epistles of St. Paul the 
term νόμος is anarthrous, though the Mosaic law must have been 
present to the mind of the writer, to recognize a resulting effect, 
such as has been here exemplified in particular instances, and to 
attribute it to design. 


It seems clear, in harmony with the main thought of this 
accurate scholar, that there was in the mind of Paul a distinc- 
tion, resulting from the absence of the article, which is oblit- 
erated by its insertion in English. In conformity with this 
view he translates Gal. ii, 19, “For I through law died to 
daw,” omitting the article which the revisers insert in the text, 
though they also omit it in the margin. 

He makes similar remarks on the distinction as shown in 
Gal. ii, 16, 21; iii, 18; and Rom. iii, 28. In these cases the 
revisers insert the article, irrespective of its absence in most of 
them in the original. 

The translation of the tenses has been greatly improved in 
the Revision. It is surprising how little discrimination was 
made in our Authorized Version, especially between the aorist 
and the perfect. The aorist is also frequently translated as a 
present, greatly to the confusion of the sense. There is no 
clearer view of the change which arises out of the more exact 


rendering of this tense than is given in Rom. νἱ, 1-11. The 
Revisers most accurately render this great passage, and thus 
throw new and beautiful light upon it. We give their trans- 
lation entire : 


What shall we say then? Shall we continue in sin, that grace 
may abound? God forbid. We who died to sin, how shall we 
any longer live therein? Or are ye ignorant that all we who 
were baptized into Christ Jesus were baptized into his death ? 
We were buried therefore with him through baptism into death : 
that like as Christ was raised from the dead through the glory 
of the Father, so we also might walk in newness of life. For if 
we have become united with him by the likeness of his death, 
we shall be also by the likeness of his resurrection ; knowing this, 
that our old man was crucified with Aim, that the body of sin 
might be done away, that so we should no longer be in bondage to. 
sin; for he that hath died is justified from sin, But if we died 
with Christ, we believe that we shall also live with him; knowing 
that Christ being raised from the dead dieth no more ; death no 
more hath dominion over him. For the death that he died, 
he died unto sin once: but the life that he liveth, he liveth 
unto God. 


Here they have translated every verb in its true aoristic 
sense, whereas the Authorized Version employs the present. 
Whether the aorist should ever be translated as a present is a 
question still undecided, although evidently the translators 
have regarded it as possible, and have acted accordingly. 

Some of these variations of translation of this tense, 
however, are somewhat remarkable, and are legitimate sub- 
jects of criticism. They are, in some instances, of great. 
significance, and cannot be lightly passed over. The aorist 
ἥμαρτον is translated simned in Rom. v, 12, whereas in Rom. 
ii, 12, and iii, 23, the same word is translated have sinned.. 
The use of this aorist for the perfect is denied by Winer, the 
most eminent of New Testament grammarians, and while it is. 
allowed by Buttmann, is not established with certainty. There 
are some cases in which, when the term is definitely fixed by 
the circumstances or context, tenses in all languages are used 
somewhat indifferently to give variety or force to the expres- 
sion. In such cases no special complications can arise, and no: 
criticism is called for. The case of Rom. v, 12, is more im- 
portant. The Authorized Version reads, “ Death passed upon 
all men, for that all have sinned.” The Revised Version reads, 


“ Death passed unto all men, for that all sinned.” This pas- 
sage is so similar, both in construction and thought, to Rom. 
iii, 22, that it is a matter of surprise that the same term and 
word should in one case be translated have stnned, and in the 
other sinned. Dr. Whedon (Commentary on Romans) on 
this passage gives, with great force and clearness, an aoristic 
sense to it, which is recognized both in classical and in New 
Testament usage, namely, that in both cases it is a gnomic 
aorist. His language is: “The aorist or past tense, here used 
of the word sinned, does in this epistle often imply a general 
certain fact or state of facts. So it is used in Rom. iii, 23; 
ix, 22, 23; viii, 29, 80.” This force of the aorist is recognized 
by the revisers in their translation of 1 Pet. i, 25, “The grass 
withereth, and the flower falleth,” where both verbs in the orig- 
inal are in the aorist tense. 

Inasmuch as the gnome is an established Greek usage, and 
the aorist for the perfect is questioned by many grammarians, 
the better way for the revisers would have been to have trans- 
lated the aorist with uniform strictness, or to have left the 
Authorized Version unchanged in this respect. The American 
Committee suggest the marginal reading s¢nned in Rom. ii, 12, 
and iii, 23. 

III. Changes arising out of the present state of the English 
language and of the more exact knowledge of the meaning of 
the original. 

In this may properly be included both archeology and lexi- 
cography. These subjects are so broad that we can do little 
more than refer to them. 

With regard to the removal of archaisms they have done 
well, and have ceased at the proper point. In this regard the 
conservatism of the committee has rendered good service in 
retaining all the old words which involve no misapprehension 
of the sense. The quaintness of the style is one of the great 
beauties of the Old Version, and it should only be removed 
when necessary to make clear the meaning 

It would be a superfluous task to notice the many improve- 
ments in translation and in punctuation. Mark ix, 22, 23 is a. 
case in point: “ And oft-times it hath cast him both into the 
fire and into the waters, to destroy him: but if thou canst de 
any thing, have compassion on us, and help us. And Jesus 


said unto him, If thou canst! All things are possible to him 
that believeth.” 

Again, how richly they have brought out the meaning of 
2 Cor. ii, 14. The Authorized Version reads, “Now thanks be: 
unto God, which always causeth us to triumph in Christ.” The 
Revised reads, “ But thanks be unto God, which always lead- 
eth us in triumph in Christ.” It is the thanks of the great 
apostle to Christ, who has subjected him, that is here brought 
into view. In many, very many passages, the Revised Ver- 
sion will form a most valuable commentary. 

There are some changes, however, the reasons for which are 
not so apparent. In Heb. i, 1, the Revision reads, “ God, hav- 
ing of old time spoken unto the fathers in the prophets by 
divers portions and in divers manners.” The changed mean- 
ings of the words Πολύυμερος καὶ ἸΤολυτρότως, by divers portions 
and in dwers manners, are strictly accurate, but the change 
of the order of the words, placing them out of the position. 
they occupy in the Greek, is neither fortified by Greek 
usage nor by the antithesis required in the sense. There 
seems to be a double antithesis, but the chief one, which 
is that between the divers portions and divers manners of the 
old revelation and the singleness of the revelation in Christ, is. 
obscured by the change. The Geneva, the Rheims, and the 
Authorized all agree in placing these words among the earliest 
in the sentence, and none of the versions make such a transfer: 
of them as is found in this Revision. 

A very remarkable case of explanatory translation is found 
in 2 Tim. ii, 26: καὶ ἀνανήψωσιν ἐκ τῆς τοῦ διαβόλου παγίδος: 
ἐζωγρημένοι ὑπ’ αὐτοῦ εἰς τὸ ἐκείνου θέλημας The Authorized 
Version reads, “ And that they may recover themselves out of 
the snare of the devil, who are taken captive by him at his 
will.’ The Revision has it, “And they may recover them- 
selves out of the snare of the devil, having been taken cap- 
tive by the Lord’s servant unto the will of God.” “The 
Lord’s servant” is not in the Greek at all, nor is the word 
“God” in the Greek, as is admitted in the margin. This 
is not, therefore, a revised translation, but a paraphrase, which, 
whether correct or not, should have no place in an attempt at. 
literal translation. The Authorized Version is more exact as 
a representation of the Greek, and should have been retained. 


In James i, 17, “Neither shadow of turning,” in the Re- 
vised reads, “ Neither shadow that is cast by turning.” The 
Greek of which this is a translation is, τροπῆς ἀποσκίασμα. 
It is, literally, shadow of turning. The exact nature of the: 
‘genitive here may be a question; but in making it a subjective: 
genitive, and expounding it to mean cast by turning, they have 
gone beyond the sphere of translators. The same remark is ap- 
plicable to the clause in the Lord’s Prayer, “Deliver us from. 
the evil one.” They have inserted one without authorization, 
and, irrespective of what it means, its insertion was unneces- 
sary. Also, in Hebrews iii, 2, 5, and 6, in which the words. 
his house occur, they have in each case placed in the margin 
an explanatory note saying, “that is, God’s house.” The only 
explanations called for in the margin were such as were neces- 
sary to explain the translation. 

The matter of punctuation is very important, and because: 
of the absence of marks of punctuation in the most ancient. 
manuscripts, required great care on the part of the revisers. 
An instance in point, showing the difficulty, is found in Rom.. 
ix, 5. Our Authorized Translation reads: “ Whose are the 
fathers, and of whom as concerning the flesh Christ came, who: 
is over all, God blessed forever. Amen.” 

The Revision reads: ‘ Whose are the fathers, and of whom. 
is Christ as concerning the flesh, who is over all, God blessed. 
forever. Amen.” To which the revisers add in the margin: 
““4Some modern interpreters place a full stop after jlesh, and 
translate, He who is God over all be (is) blessed forever ; or, 
He who is over all is God, blessed forever. Others punctuate, 
Jesh, who is over all. God be (is) blessed forever.” Tt will 
at once appear how delicate and difficult is the work of trans- 
lation when so many ways of punctuation are possible. They 
have wisely adhered to the old method, and have very good 
grounds for their preference. This part of the revisers’ work 
has been done with great care, and will be found to throw 
much tight upon the sacred page. The absence of punctua- 
tion marks in the most ancient manuscripts makes this part of 
the work of revision partake of the nature of a commentary; 
but this is unavoidable, and the concurrent judgment of so 
many scholars as to what the punctuation ought to be carries. 
with it great weight. 


A point on which the revisers have insisted with much 
emphasis, is uniformity of translation, that is, the employment 
of the same English word for the same Greek word, whenever 
it is exegetically possible to do so. The principle is a good 
one, and has cleared up many passages to the ordinary reader. 
That this should be the case with all words where no essential 
difference in meaning would arise, seems highly proper. It is a 
rule, however, which requires great care and skill in its exercise. 
Weare scarcely aware how frequently, even in English, we use 
the same word in close contextual connection, with different 
shades of meaning which are at once apparent to the reader. 
The same is true in Greek, and in such cases the skill of the 
translator is taxed to the utmost. A word that in itself has a dis- 
tinct meaning has an entirely different meaning in its relations 
to an entire sentence. This is often seen in the difference be- 
tween the word given in a translation and the same word as 
employed in the same commentary. Bishop Ellicott, the Chair- 
man of the English Committee of the New Testament Revis- 
ion, makes the following remarks in regard to the translations 
in connection with some of his own commentaries. His lan- 
guage is, (Preface to Philippians, page ix :) 


I have more than once had my attention called to passages in 
former commentaries, where the translation in the notes has not 
appeared in perfect unison with that in the Revised Version. 
[His own translation accompanying his Commentary.] In 
most instances these seeming discrepancies have arisen from 
the fact that the fixed principles on which I venture to revise 
the Authorized Version do not always admit of exact identity 
of language in the version and in the note. In a word, the trans- 
lation in the note presents what has been considered the most 
exact rendering of the words taken per se; the Revised Version 
preserves that rendering as far as is compatible with the lex 
operis, the context, the idioms of our language, or, lastly, that 
grace and archaic tone of our admirable version which, even in 
a revised form of it, designed only jor the closet, it seemed a kind 
of sacrilege to displace for the possibly more precise, yet often 
really less expressive, phraseology of modern diction. Needlessly 
to divorce the original and that version with which our ears are 
‘so familiar, and often our highest associations and purest sympa- 
thies so intimately bound, is an ill-considered course, which, 
more than any thing else, may tend to foster an unyoked spirit 
of scriptural study and translation, alike unfilial and presumpt- 
uous, and to which a modern reviser may hereafter bitterly 
repent to have lent his example or his contributions. 


This language of this distinguished scholar has in it the spirit 
of the true translator. 

The Revisers’ doctrine of consequence, however, that is, 
changes in translation, arising out of some former alteration, 
may easily be carried too far, and in some cases has injured 
rather than helped the sense. 

There are instances in which they have not made the trans- 
lation of the same word uniform, even when no confusion 
could arise out of such uniformity. In Mark xv, 45, they have, 
in accordance with the best manuscript authority, changed σῶμα 
to πτῶμα, and translated the latter by the English word corpse. 
This translation occurs with Matt. xiv, 12, and Mark vi, 29. 
In Matt. xxiv, 28, the same word is translated carcase, and in 
Rev. xi, 8, dead bodies, with the word carcase in the margin. 
The Greek word in each case is the same. The Revisers’ dis- 
tinction is between the human body, which they translate 
corpse, and the body of an animal, which they call both dead 
body and carcase. Would it not have been as well to give one 
name for all, and thus have complete uniformity, namely, in 
every case translate πτῶμα by dead body ? 

That this doctrine of consequence may easily lead astray 
is seen in Matt. xvi, 26, “ For what shall a man be profited, 
if he shall gain the whole world, and forfeit his life? or what 
shall a man give in exchange for his life?” The margin for life 
reads soul. The meaning of that passage in the Revision is quite 
different from the impression made upon us by the Authorized 
Version : “ For what is a man profited, if he shall gain the whole 
world, and lose his own soul? or what shall a man give in ex- 
change for his soul?” ψυχή, according to the translation, is not 
soul, but, as Alford says, “life inthe highest sense.” Yet they 
allow ἃ marginal reading, soul. Also they had previously trans- 
lated the same word by sould. In Matt. x, 28, the Revised trans- 
lation retains the word sow for ψυχή. It reads: “And be not 
afraid of them which kill the body, but are not able to kill the 
soul: but rather fear him which is able to destroy both soul and 
body in hell.” The comparison of this verse with Matt. xvi, 26, 
shows that in the latter case, in order to preserve a uniform 
translation of the same word, they have adopted a reading 
which weakens the force of the passage, confining to a pure 
earthly life that which we believe to refer to the spiritual and 
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immortal nature. The loss of our merely earthly life is not 
treated of in Scripture as a great calamity. In both of these 
eases there is no gain, either in sense or force, in the changes 
made in the Revision. 

The subject of prepositions is extremely important, and has 
been handled by the revisers with much care. They have, how- 
ever, contrary to their own doctrine of consequence, made some 
unnecessary changes in the rendering of the same word. The 
preposition ὑπέρ is one of frequent use, especially by the Apostle 
Paul. We do not raise the question of the meaning of the word, 
but of the uniformity of translation. Whether in Pauline usage 
it is equivalent to ἀντι is not pertinent to our present inquiry. 
ὑπέρ is employed in Paul’s Epistles over one hundred times, 
while avre is used but seven times. In the Gospels, 1 Corin- 
thians, Galatians, Romans, it is in almost every case translated 
for; whereas in Phil. i, 4, 7,29; Col.i,’7; and many places in 
2 Corinthians, the same word is translated in behalf of. Why 
for is employed in Romans, Galatians and 1 Corinthians, and 
in behalf of in 2 Corinthians and Philippians, does not appear. 
For is susceptible of two meanings, and may, therefore, prop- 
erly represent the uncertainty in the minds of many in regard 
to its exact force in some passages of great doctrinal signifi- 
eance. But why change from for to in behalf of in cases where 
no interest either of translation or of exegesis seems to require 
it? Here the doctrine of consequence is apparently violated 
without any reason for it. This seems to be the case where the 
rule, the “same word for the same thing,” except in cases of 
decided exegetical necessity, would appear to be strictly in or- 
der and has been unnecessarily violated. That the word for as 
equivalent to ὑπὲρ in Romans is not out of order in Philip- 
pians, is shown by the translation of so scholarly a man as 
Bishop Ellicott, above referred to, a member of the English 
Committee. He translates ὑπὲρ for in Phil. i, 4, whereas in 
verse 19 he adheres to the Authorized im behalf of. 

In their translation they should have put the more pro- 
nounced Hebraisms in modern English, that is, in every case 
where the sense is affected thereby. A more idiomatic English 
rendering of Luke xxii, 15, might have increased its force to 
the English reader, “And he said unto them, With desire I 
have desired to eat this passover with you before I suffer.” 


The phrase, with desire I have desired, is a translation of 
ἐπιθυμίᾳ ἐπεθύμησα, a recognized Hebraism, corresponding to 
the infinitive absolute joined to the finite verb, as mina nin, 
(Septuagint, θανάτῳ ἀποϑανεισϑε,) to die, thou shalt die, or thou 
shalt surely die, in Gen. ii, 17. The sense of this verse in 
Luke is, “J earnestly desired to eat this passover with you 
before I suffer,” a meaning which is not at first apparent to 
the reader of either the Authorized or the Revised Version. 

These are some considerations in regard to this great work 
which have been suggested by a general perusal of parts of its 
contents. As we have looked at it more and more the con- 
viction has gained in force that this is a great advance in the 
accurate presentation of the meaning of the original, and that 
in many cases, as already suggested, where no reason for the 
change appears to us, some reason must have appeared to those 
to whom the work was intrusted. 

The reverent student of the Bible will not trouble himself 
too much with the effect this Revision will have on the current 
theological doctrines. Of one thing we are well assured: no 
vital doctrine has been affected tv its injury by this work. 
‘The Trinity, the divinity of Christ, the atonement, regenera- 
tion and sanctification by faith, the eternity of rewards and 
punishments, stand out none the less clearly in the Revision 
of 1881 than in that of 1611. In any case, whatever theology 
is contained in the Bible must be accepted ; whatever cannot 
be maintained and proved out of the holy Scriptures is not 
necessary to salvation. 

In the case of the New Testament the wise men have once 
again brought their treasures and laid them at the feet of 
Christ in reverent homage to him as King of kings and Lord 
of lords; and in translating to men the revelation of his life 
and teachings they have won for themselves the heartfelt 
thanks of the generations that are to come. Honored, thrice 
honored, are these Christian scholars, who have thus been per- 
mitted to share the toil of opening to the millions of the 
English-speaking world the rich treasures of divine wisdom. 
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